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MODERNIZING THE ELECTION REGISTRATION
PROCESS

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2009

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELECTIONS,
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:05 p.m., in room
1310, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Charles A. Gonzalez
(vice-chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Gonzalez, Davis of California, Davis of
Alabama, and Harper.

Staff Present: Tom Hicks, Senior Election Counsel; Janelle Hu,
Election Counsel; Jennifer Daehn, Election Counsel; Kyle Ander-
son, Press Director; Joe Wallace, Legislative Clerk; Daniel
Favarulo, Legislative Assistant, Elections; Darrell O’Connor, Pro-
fessional Staff Member; Shervan Sebastian, Staff Assistant; Victor
Arnold-Bik, Minority Staff Director; Peter Schalestock, Minority
Counsel; Karin Moore, Minority Legislative Counsel; Salley Collins,
Minority Press Secretary; and Josiah Prendergrast, Minority Pro-
fessional Staff Member.

Mr. GoNzALEZ. Good afternoon. I would like to call the Com-
mittee on House Administration Subcommittee on Elections Hear-
ing on Modernizing the Election Registration Process to order.

An unexpected conflict has prevented Chairwoman Lofgren from
being here today, but she was most insistent that this is way too
important an issue to be delayed, so we will proceed in her ab-
sence, rather than a further rescheduling of the hearing.

I do want to place everyone on notice that we've been notified
that we are going to have a series of votes starting around 1:15 or
so; and I anticipate that we will get some opening remarks by the
members out of the way, probably break for the votes, and then
come back 10 minutes after the last vote which I wish I could give
you an estimation of time, but it generally could be anywhere from
30 to 40 minutes.

Today’s hearing will highlight ways in which technological inno-
vations can modernize the Nation’s election system, particularly
the voter registration process. As we learned in hearings during
this and the 110th Congress, voter registration has been the source
of many headaches and obstacles for election officials and voters
alike.

The Cooperative Congressional Election Study reports that 2 to
3 million voters in the 2008 general election were prevented from
voting because of issues with voter registration or authentication.
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These issues have resulted in resounding calls to modernize the
registration process to increase efficiency and accuracy as well as
lower election administration costs.

As most registration problems result from the time-intensive and
paper-based characteristics of the process, technology can play a
valuable role in decreasing costs and increasing efficiencies. Tools
developed to maximize the Internet in the administration of elec-
tions are quickly being embraced. According to a recent Pew report,
almost three in four adults use the Internet, and almost two-thirds
of all Internet users turn to government Web sites for information.
Forward-thinking states are starting to offer voters the opportunity
to register to vote, update their registration information, request
absentee ballots, view sample ballots, and even find polling places
online. Such technological developments have facilitated the reg-
istration and voting process for all voters, including the elderly,
physically challenged, and individuals living abroad, civilian and
military alike.

Representative Lofgren introduced H.R. 1719, the Voter Registra-
tion Modernization Act of 2009, to bring every American the bene-
fits that online voter registration technology has brought to the
citizens of the states from Washington to Delaware. H.R. 1719
would require states to offer a Web site for voters to register and
update their registration information online. Online voter registra-
tion makes the entire registration process more accessible to mil-
lions of people, while improving the accuracy of voter registration
databases. It reduces the cost of administering elections and voter
rolls, while making the rolls and our elections even more secure.

The issues we will explore today have the potential to signifi-
cantly improve the registration process. I look forward to our wit-
nesses addressing the role of technology in modernizing the elec-
tion registration process and providing insight into implementing
online voter registration tools.

We are going to proceed now. The ranking member, Mr. McCar-
thy, has been delayed. He is in a markup in Financial Services. I
am not going to even give you the subject matter, because if you
haven’t been reading the newspapers, theyll be there the rest of
the week. However, at this time I would like to recognize my col-
league, Mr. Harper, for an opening statement.

Mr. HARPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Our committee was fortunate enough to receive the input of a
number of State election officials for today’s hearing. The resound-
ing sentiment from these officials was great concern about the pro-
visions of H.R. 1719.

The administration of elections is not a one-size-fits-all propo-
sition. States need flexibility in order to best serve the citizens of
their States, while still maintaining the highest level of integrity
for our elections. Moreover, our election system is better served as
secretaries of State and local election officials are actively engaged
as participants in the drafting of legislation.

Unfortunately, State and local administrators apparently were
not consulted when this bill was being drafted. It seems that this
committee and this Congress are creeping ever closer to the com-
plete federalization of elections, a trend that I find highly dis-
turbing.
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As I have consulted with State election administrators on the
pending legislation, there has been a nearly unanimous outcry con-
cerning some key provisions in H.R. 1719. Central among these
concerns has been that the legislation not only doesn’t require new
online registration systems to include a tie to a current State motor
vehicle database but also requires States currently utilizing motor
vehicle databases to stop using this important tool for voter identi-
fication.

As one election official stated in a letter to the committee, the ab-
sence of a validating database renders online voter registration “a
method to flood the system with registrations for nonexistent peo-
ple” and such a structure would “embolden those who would per-
petuate voter registration fraud on a new level.”

Officials have also expressed grave concerns over H.R. 1719’s
prohibition against canceling outdated registrations. The bill would
prohibit States from deleting certain individuals from the registra-
tion rolls, regardless of the length of time since they last voted or
had contact with an elections office. Even in the face of over-
whelming evidence that the voter should no longer be registered,
H.R. 1719 would require election officials to keep voters on the rolls
in perpetuity. This will undoubtedly lead to inaccurate voter rolls
and overinflated numbers of registered voters, requiring election of-
ficials to purchase additional supplies and equipment for ineligible
voters and increasing the risk of fraud.

Another common concern expressed by States is the unwork-
ability of shortening of the registration timeline to 15 days. The
deadline for registration varies, of course, from State to State, but
the overwhelming majority of States share a timeline longer than
15 days. After registration ends, election officials are tasked with
accurately reviewing applications, entering new voters, verifying
registrants’ eligibility to vote, reviewing the voter list for accuracy,
and preparing for the upcoming election. Limiting the voter reg-
istration deadline to 15 days before an election does not allow elec-
ti0r11{ officials the time they need to accomplish these much-needed
tasks.

As I have talked with election officials, I have been continually
impressed by their professionalism and their commitment to pro-
viding a fair and accurate administration of elections. I hope that
{,)hllls committee takes their criticisms to heart when examining this

ill.

Mr. Chairman, I also have a number of items I would like to be
entered into the record, if I may be allowed to read those items.
I would like to submit the following statements for the record:

A letter from Washington Secretary of State Sam Reed stating
that the online voter registration system must be tied to the State
driver’s license agency;

A letter from Indiana Secretary of State Todd Rokita stating that
the link to the motor vehicle database is essential to protect the in-
tegrity of the election process;

A letter from the Sacramento County Registrar of Voters stating
that collecting e-mail addresses from voters takes too long and is
a waste of our time;

A letter from the Secretary of State of Georgia, Karen Handel,
opposing H.R. 1719 and stating that she finds the Federal Govern-



4

ment’s intrusion on State administration elections to be a dis-
turbing trend and not in the best interest of our citizens, our coun-
try, or our democracy;

A letter from Thurston Country Auditor Kim Wyman stating,
without verification to a database, online registration becomes a
niethod to flood the system with registrations for nonexistent peo-
ple;

A letter from Kansas Secretary of State Ron Thornburgh where
he calls section 5 of H.R. 1719 the most troubling and potentially
damaging section of the bill which would set back States many
years in their ability to know who is qualified to vote;

A letter from the Arizona Association of County Recorders ex-
p}ll"essilrllg grave concerns regarding the list maintenance portion of
the bill;

A letter from Mississippi Secretary of State Delbert Hosemann
calling H.R. 1719 “very disturbing” because officials would have to
register voters without verifying their identity;

A letter from the National Association of Election Officials rais-
ing the cost and impracticality of collecting and utilizing e-mail ad-
dresses for voter communication;

A letter from Maricopa County stressing the vital role of linking
registration to the motor vehicle database;

And also a letter from James Alcorn of the Virginia State Board
of Elections stating the new 15-day registration timeline would be
difficult to process.

[The information follows:]
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Sam Reed
am He September 10, 2009

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren
United States House of Representatives
Chair, Subcommittee on Elections, Committee on House Administration

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren,

| strongly support the online voter registration proposed in H.R. 1719. Washington and Arizona are the only
states in the nation with online voter registration. Our online programs have been very popular in Washington,
with approximately 160,000 registrations and 50,000 registration updates in 2008. in addition, we have used
email for many years to transmit ballots and other election materials.

in support of H.R. 1719, | do have a few recommendations to make it even better legislation.

.

Driver's License or State 1D Card. The online voler registration system must be tied to the state driver's
licensing agency (DMV or DOL). Without this, there is no signature for the voter registration file. It goes
without saying that a sound voter registration system requires a signature from each voter. The online
registration systems in Washington and Arizona both link to their state licensing agencies. Because
these applicants have previously come into a driver’s licensing office in person, oniine applications are
less subject to fraud than paper applications. | recommend inserting the DMV/DOL requirement in place
of the reference to “technological security measures” because fraud is not prevented with a piece of
technology, but by requiring each user to prove his or her identity.

Timing of Registration. The bill forces every state to adopt a voter registration deadiine of 16 days or
earlier. This is too close to Election Day and jeopardizes the integrity of the election. For miltions of
Americans who vote absentee, this is too late. Most states have a 25-30 day deadline. Fifteen days is
insufficient time to identify the thousands of duplicate registrations that result each time a person who is
already registered submits a new registration application.

Prohibiting Cancellation of Invalid Registrations. For over 15 years, NVRA has stated that once a
voter moves and fails to update his or her information through two federal General Elections (a
Presidential election cycle), the invalid registration may be cancelled. This bill prohibits states from
cancelling registrations that are clearly invalid, even though the person may have moved 15 years ago or
died 5 years ago. There is no doubt that this provision will resuit in inaccurate voter rolis. The provision
refers to registrants “on the official list of eligible voters ... to whom a unique identifier has not been
assigned under the computerized Statewide voter registration list.” This sentence makes no sense since
the "official list of eligible voters” may only include voters “to whom a unique identifier has been assigned.”

Online voter registration is convenient, accessible, and efficient. | hope that these suggestions can improve your
legislation. Please call on me if { can provide additional information, (360) 802-4151.

[+

Sincerely,

Secretary of State

Subcommittee on Elections, Committee on House Administration
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SECRETARY OF STATE
STaTE OF INDIANA

i
Tobpb Rokita

SECRETARY OF STATE
ECRETARY OF STA October 5, 2009

The Honorable Kevin McCarthy

United States House of Representatives
1523 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman McCarthy:

1 am writing to you in regard to H.R. 1719, authored by Representative Zoe Lofgren of
California.

I strongly support leveraging existing and newer technologies to improve election
administration processes. I firmly believe that new voting systems, statewide voter
registration databases, e-mailing ballots to and from UOCAVA voters, and the use of
electronic poll books have improved election administration and ballot access in-Indiana
and across the nation.

During the last session of the Indiana General Assembly, Indiana lawmakers passed an
initiative I sought to permit Hoosiers to register to vote or change their voter registration
information on-line. The bi-partisan legislation had overwhelming support and will be
available to Indiana citizens beginning July 1, 2010.

While supporting these and other election reform measures, | also realize the need to be
vigilant in protecting the franchise of Hoosier voters. It is extremely important that as we
move forward with technological advances in election administration, we also build in
safeguards against those who would attempt to take advantage of these systems by
violating election laws. .

Indiana has done so by requiring photo ID for those voting in person to prove their
identity. To confirm an applicant’s identity, Indiana has also required those who use the
new online voter registration application have an Indiana-issued driver’s license or photo
identification card. Immediate confirmation of a voter registration applicant’s status will
be confirmed by an interface with the records of the state’s Bureau of Motor Vehicles,
which includes an electronic signature from the holder of the driver’s license or
identification card. This step is essential to protect the integrity of the election process.
H.R. 1719 does not currently include this requirement. ’

The State House, Room 201, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, FAX (317)233-3283
email: aa@sos. TN.gov  website: www.sos IN.gov
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SECRETARY OF STATE
STATE OF INDIANA

Toob Roxita
SECRETARY OF STATE . . . . .
[ndiana also protects the integrity of the election process through various voter list

maintenance activities. Since the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA),
Indiana’s population has increased by roughly 830,000 people. During that same period,
the number of names on our voter rolls has increased by 1,540,000 records.

NVRA imposes severe restrictions on keeping voter lists accurate. Indiana’s increase in
the, number ‘of voter registration records (which does not necessarily translate as “new
voters™), in conjunction with the limits under NVRA in maintaining accurate voter lists,
has caused Indiana’s counties to add many new precincts. This increase in the number of
voter registration records has significantly increased the cost of conducting elections and
the opportunity for individuals to commit voter fraud.

In 2006, Indiana conducted a uniform, non-discriminatory statewide NVRA mailing to all
4.2 million registered voter. Over one million of these cards (which represented more
than 20% of the entire state’s registration records) were returned as “undeliverable.”
Following the federally required follow-up mailing, over 500,000 existing registration
records were designated “inactive.” Under NVRA, these records were eligible for
cancellation following the 2008 General Election, assuming that the voter did not vote or
appear to vote from that registration address.

This voter list clean-up effort cost the state over one million dollars to conduct, and took
more than two years to result in more accurate voter registration rolls. However, this
voter list maintenance will likely save counties thousands each election in eliminating the
need to prepare election materials to serve voters who are no longer there. It appears H.R.
{719 does not permit this voter list cleanup activity to continue.

It is important to implement election reforms to improve voter rights; however, it is
equally important for local and state election administrators to have the tools to ensure
elections are conducted in a fair and accurate manner. 1 strongly urge you to improve
HR. 1719 by requiring signatures from existing databases, such as Indiana’s BMV
database, for on-line voter registration and by continuing to permit state and local
governmg, Qi officials to conduct voter list maintenance activities.

e consideration.

Sincere

ly, !!

Todd Rokita
Indiana Secretary of State

The State House, Room 201, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, FAX (317)233-3283
email: aa@sos. IN.gov  website: www.sos. IN.gov
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Here are some of my comments on HR 1719 from a California perspective.
Jill

Jill LaVine

Registrar of Voters
County of Sacramento

7000 65th Street, Suite A
Sacramento, CA 95823
916-875-6558

Fax 916-876-5130

--Sec. 2(a) requiring acceptance of online registrations without providing for linkage to
driver’s license databases (p. 2)

Last year California passed SB 381 that will allow on-line voter registration as soon as our state-wide
voter registration system is up and running. In that bill it requires the SOS system to “obtain an
electronic copy of applicant’s signature from his or hers driver’s license or state identification card directly
from the Department of Motor Vehicles.”

Link to bill for CA on-line voter registration:
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb 0351-
0400/sb 381 bill 20080930 chaptered.pdf

While the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) became a voter registration agency with the passage of
NVRA it would be clearer if there was language added to H.R. 1719 to make sure the DMV knows of this
added responsibility included in this bill. It will also be necessary for DMV to have a digitized signature
file, and a law that allows a digitized signature to be used for voter registration purposes.

--Sec. 2(b) creating a 15-day registration period (p. 4)

California already has a 15 day registration period and it has been difficult. This bill may ease the burden
of last minute registrations having to be entered. For November 2008 we received over 45,000
registration cards and over 33,000 changes to our voter file in the last month. (Our final registration
number was 684,588) Because of this large number of additions and corrections we were not able to
close our files until 7 days before the election. The 15-day timeline is too short.

While this shortened time period sounds like a good idea to allow a voter more time to register the
biggest problem comes from the inconsistent dates of when a vote-by-mail (VBM) ballot can be sent, and
the close of registration. For instance 29 days before an election we mail out our permanent VBM
ballots. Then there is some breaking news so now all the Republicans now want to be Democrats and
visa versa. The voter then re-registers, request a second ballot of the new chosen party and we now
have two ballots in circulation for one voter. This becomes a logistical nightmare trying to keep the up
with the new registrations and mailing the new ballots, and receiving the returned voted ballots in these
two weeks.

--Sec. 5 regarding acceptance of registration when SSN or DL do not match (p. 10)

1 would like to see this section changed. Just because the applicant has provided the information it may
not be correct as often happens even on the written affidavit. An applicant is not a “valid” voter until the
information has been check to make sure it is valid. We allow a “want-to-be” voter the opportunity to
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vote a Provisional ballot and when the correct/missing information has been validated then we count the
ballot.

Other thoughts —

Sec. 3 Prevention of Unauthorized Revisions and Fraud.

We have had a few cases of a voter changing their ex-spouse’s registration to get even, with paper
copies of all transactions we can go back and compare signatures and the necessary correspondence.
This section allows the state to put in the appropriate security measures since not all states have the
same system. While it is a little vague I believe it is best to leave those options to the state. There will
need to be changes in state legislation to allow changes without a signature.

Sec. 4 Provision of Election Information Bu Electronic Mail to Individuals Registered to Vote
California already requires a space on the voter affidavit for an e-mail address. It is an optional field for
the applicant. Most election offices have found that it takes too long to enter those addresses and they

are not valid for any length of time. There is no way to track a voter with an e-mail address as opposed
to a street address where you can send an address forwarding card. It is a waste of our time so we do

not enter the e-mail addresses on our files.

The only time an e-mail address is beneficial is for the military and only for that one election.

Please keep this section as optional.

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTCO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly
prohibited.

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any
attachments thereto.




The Office of Secretary of State

Karen C. Handel

SECRETARY OF STATE

October 20, 2009

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren

United States House of Representatives
102 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren,

As Georgia’s Secretary of State and Chief Election Official, I am writing to express my serious concern
regarding several areas of HR 1719, and based on these concerns, I must oppose the bill as it is currently
written.

First, the administration of elections is not a “one size fits all” proposition. What works best in Georgia
may not work best in California or Michigan. Therefore, all proposed changes to federal law that
mandate universal and very specific processes must be viewed skeptically. Congress should give
consideration to the flexibility that state and local elections administrators require in order to best serve
the citizens of our states, while maintaining the highest level of integrity for our Elections.

Further, as Congress considers changes to federal election law, we would all be better served if
Secretaries of State and local elections officials were actively engaged as participants in the drafting of
the legislation. Unfortunately, this has not been the case. In recent years, Congress has advanced
legislation almost universally opposed by state and local administrators — legislation that would have had
a profound and negative impact on elections in this country had they become law.

The proposed “federalizing™ of state elections is a disturbing trend and one that is ultimately not in the
best interests of our citizens, our country or our democracy. I believe we all share the same goals: to
provide our citizens with the easiest, most transparent elections that inspire the highest levels of
confidence our citizens because of the measures in place to protect against voter fraud. Too often,
legislation such as HR 1719 fails to meet those goals.

Lack of signature requirement: While I have no objection to online voter registration generally, one
significant problem with HR 1719 is that it fails to include a mechanism to obtain signatures from online
voter registration applicants. Some States have had success allowing online voter registration utilizing

the information and the electronic signatures acquired via their state department of motor vehicle records.
However, HR 1719 includes no provision for using such a database. The lack of this requirement for a
signature is a serious omission that should be corrected. Any online voter registration must be tied to the
state department of motor vehicle or similar state entity database to ensure accuracy of the records and to
prevent fraud. )

Prohibition against canceling outdated registrations: HR 1719 includes language that appears to prohibit
States from deleting certain individuals from the registration rolls, regardless of the length of time since
they last voted or had contact with an elections office. This amounts to allowing these individuals who

2 Martin Luther King Jr., Drive S.E. » Suite 1104 West Tower o Atlanta, Georgia ¢ 30334 ¢ (404) 656-2871 ¢ (404) 651-9531 Fax

www,s0s.state.gn.us
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The Honorable Zoe Lofgren
October 20, 2009
Page 2

have had absolutely no contact with election officials to remain on the registration list in perpetuity. This
unnecessary prohibition prevents much needed list maintenance and will result in inaccurate voter rolls.
If this provision remains in the bill, it will negatively affect the elections process in numerous ways, such
as overinflating the number of registered voters, causing election officials to purchase additional supplies
and equipment at taxpayer expense, and will result in the increased risk of voter fraud.

Limiting voter registration timeline: As a state in full compliance with the National Voter Registration
Act, Georgia requires an individual to be registered thirty days before an election. For a State the size of
Georgia, the thirty-day deadline provides local election officials with time to accurately review
applications that have been submitted, enter registrants’ information into the statewide voter registration
database, verify each registrant’s eligibility to vote in that election and jurisdiction, review the voters list
and ensure its accuracy, and prepare for the upcoming election. In Georgia, all of this takes place while
election officials are conducting in-person early voting and absentee voting by mail. Limiting the voter
registration deadline to fifteen days before an election does not allow election officials sufficient time to
accurately accomplish all of these equally important tasks.

Elimination of application verification: Section 5 of HR 1719 appears to eliminate the States’ ability to
verify whether an applicant is eligible to vote in an election. The bill provides that an applicant must
simply “provide” the requested information. This language could be read to replace the verification
process currently required under the Help America Vote Act (HAVA). I strongly object to any attempt to
prohibit a State from verifying information provided on a mail-in voter registration application by a first-
time applicant who does not provide one of the HAVA-required forms of identification with the voter
registration application. .

Disparate-effective dates: If HR 1719 becomes law, the effective dates of all provisions should be 2016,
as it is for Section 2 of the bill. This would provide adequate time to implement any changes in state
election law and practice, as may be necessary. Requiring changes in processes without allowing enough
time only leads to mistakes and confusion in implementation. Therefore, all provisions of HR 1719
should have effective dates of 2016.

1 appreciate the opportunity to bring my concerns regarding HR 1719 to your attention. We share the
common goal of improving elections processes for all voters. As this bill moves through the legislative
process, I hope changes will be made in the areas I have mentioned. If I can answer any questions or
provide any further information to either you or any member of the House Subcommittee on Elections,
please do not hesitate to ask.

Sincerely,

Karen C. Handel
Secretary of State

cc: House Subcommittee on Elections
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KIM WYMAN
T it AUDITOR

September 22, 2009

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren

Chair, Subcommittee on Elections
U.S. House of Representatives

102 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative:

Thank you for your commitment to modernizing voter registration and your leadership on H.R.1719,
the Voter Registration Modernization Act of 2009. As a local election official, I work hard to make
voter registration and elections accessible, transparent, and accurate. I appreciate your efforts.

If online registration is going to be required by states, | am concerned that H.R. 1719 does not require
states to match the information entered online by the citizen with any other data sources, such as state
licensing databases. Washington State law has this provision. It strengthens the credibility of the
registration, as every person who holds a state issued driver’s license or identification card has
appeared in an office in-person. Including similar language in the Act would provide uniformity
between states.

While the Act requires states to prevent unauthorized persons from updating a registration, there
needs to be a confirmation loop back to the voter, independent of electronic mail, to ensure it was the
voter who made the changes online. Otherwise, changes could be made to a voter’s record without
his/her knowledge and cause the voter to be ineligible to participate in an election.

Without data and voter verification, online registration becomes a method to flood the system with
registrations for non-existent people. The speed and ease of completing forms online emboldens
those who would perpetrate voter registration fraud on a new scale. It would also enable hackers to
overload the system with registrations, for example, a denial of service attack near Election Day,
making it difficult or impossible to issue ballots to voters.

1 support using the Internet for online voter registration as it will improve access for many citizens
and will be a more efficient manner of handling the data. We have successfully implemented online
voter registration in Washington State and I hope you include aspects of our law into your bill. If
you have any further questions, please contact me at the numbers and addresses listed below. Thank
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Kim Wyman
Thurston County Auditor

2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, Washington 98502-6090 Phone: (360) 786-5401
Fax: (360) 786-5223 E-mail wymank@co.thurston.wa.us
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Office of the Kansas Secretary of State
Comments on H.R. 1719

September 18, 2009

Following are comments of Kansas Secretary of State Ron Thornburgh on specific portions of
the bill. He has no comments or suggestions on sections not listed here.

General Comment
I support the concept of using computerization and the Internet to better serve the voting public,
and, in fact, in Kansas we have already accomplished some of what would be required with
passage of H.R. 1719, but I do not support the federal government taking the leading role or
writing specific requirements for such programs. To do so limits states” opportunities for
innovation. The federal government should set broad goals and provide resources, then let the
states design the programs to meet the goals in ways that are most effective for them.
A recent example of this is the Help America Vote Act. HAVA succeeded because it set goals
and provided some resources but was not restrictive or overly specific in its mandates so that the
states were allowed to be innovative.
States are already moving toward online voter registration and do not need a federal mandate to
accomplish it.

Section 2
Section 7A, Subsection (a)—

Kansas offers two online services relevant to this section of the bill:

(1) The Kansas voter registration application form is available online in a fillable format.
By fillable we mean the applicant may type in all required information except the signature, print
the form, sign it and mail or fax it to the election official.

(2) In July, 2009, we implemented an online voter registration system that was developed
jointly by my office and the Kansas Division of Motor Vehicles (DMV). The reason DMV was
involved is that voter registration requires a signature, which is captured in a digitized format by
DMV through the electronic driver’s license program pursuant to the requirements of NVRA.

H.R. 1719 does not appear to require or assume the involvement of DMV in online registration.
This presents a serious logistical difficulty for many states because, to my knowledge, no state
election offices have the means to capture signatures electronically. It is unclear if H.R. 1719
assumes election offices will acquire the means to electronically capture signatures or if it
assumes signatures will no longer be required. Neither is desirable. If the latter, I would argue
that signatures are necessary for identification of voters and for the administration of other
political acts by voters, such as signing petitions and running for office.

Subsection (c)—

The requirement for “appropriate technological security measures to prevent unauthorized
access” is a given, and I support this concept. We must protect and hold confidential any
information provided by individuals, and we must prevent others from accessing or altering it.
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Subsection (dy—
If H.R. 1719 passes in some form, implementation by the 2016 elections is a reasonable
requirement. States need time to plan for these changes, and that should allow adequate time.

Section 3
Subsection (a)(6)—
It is reasonable to allow registrants to update their registration information at any time once the
online system is in place. The online system we have implemented in Kansas allows that,
although, once again, it is linked to DMV. Registrants gain access to the system by entering their
names and driver’s license numbers due to the link with DMV. Without a valid driver’s license a
registrant is not permitted to use the online system.

Subsection (a)(6)(B)—

This section would require election officials to notify registrants of changes in their records by
email. At present, the Kansas system does not provide for this and under current laws I do not
support it.

1 do not want to collect email addresses from registrants for the following two reasons:

(1) People frequently change their email addresses and the task of maintaining an up-to-
date database of emails is not one for which we are staffed or equipped.

(2) At present, laws do not exclude email addresses from public disclosure, and if
candidates, campaigns and political parties obtain email addresses and barrage voters with emails
during campaign season, election officials will bear the brunt of the voters’ outrage. This will be
the email equivalent of robocalls, which are abhorrent to much of the voting public.

Subsection (a)(1)(C)—

As mentioned before, these security requirements are necessary and should be a given. Most
states have established databases in compliance with HAVA, and any state that did so without
including security measures to prevent unauthorized access and the entry of fraudulent data
should be required to do so immediately.

Subsection (b)(1)—
It is reasonable and efficient to allow registrants to confirm their changes of residence online the
same as they currently do on paper.

Subsection (b)(2)—

This provision appears to limit election officials’ ability to cancel the registrations of persons
who have been designated as inactive pursuant to NVRA due to evidence from the U.S. Postal
Service indicating that they’ve moved out of the registrar’s jurisdiction.

I oppose this provision in the bill. Before passage of NVRA, Kansas and many other states had
purge laws that worked to keep lists clean and up to date. NVRA changed all that and instituted
an expensive, time consuming confirmation mailing process that severely hampers election
officials’ ability to keep their lists clean. Removing the ability to cancel registrations after
completing the confirmation mailing process will add untold amounts of deadwood to the states’
registration lists without lessening the expense and effort required to administer the process.
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Section 4
Subsection (a)(3)—
For the reasons stated above under Subsection (a)(6)(B), I do not support requiring election
officials to maintain a database of email addresses.

Section 5

This is the most troubling and potentially damaging section of H.R. 1719. It would take away the
states” capacity for security and set us back many years in our ability to know who is qualified to
vote.

This section would require election officials to add to the official registration list any person who
supplies information indicating they meet the qualifications to vote. It appears to circumvent or
supersede the verification process required by HAVA, which is already in place in most states. If
that is the intent, I do not support it. Under HAVA, each registration record is verified through
the state’s DMV office and the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators
(AAMVA). If the verification fails, the registration is not complete.

In Kansas, in such cases the registrant is added to the registration list, but it is flagged “needs to
show ID.” The flag is printed on the poll book so poll workers know to ask the voter to show
his/her identification. This system works.

If we are to add records to the database when the applicants have not been identified, it increases
opportunities for fraud. Also, this would raise equal protection issues because we would not be
treating all persons the same—those who failed a verification check or who failed to provide all
the information needed to prove their identity would be registered the same as those who met all
the requirements.

Section 6
This provision allows states to use HAVA requirements payments to pay for the new
requirements of H.R. 1719. This is necessary, and probably would be assumed by most election
officials. But it is not enough.
HAVA has never been fully funded, and the funding formulas used in HAVA did not account for
the requirements of H.R. 1719. If Congress adds new requirements it should add new funding.

Suggestions
Section 2—
H.R. 1719 would be greatly improved if state motor vehicle offices were motivated to cooperate
with state election officials in developing online voter registration systems.

Section 3—

Registrants should not be required to provide email addresses, election officials should not be
required to use email to contact registrants, and election officials should not be required to
maintain databases of email addresses.

Regarding Subsection (b)(2), I do not support this provision because it further dilutes election
officials’ ability to keep voter registration lists clean.

Section 5—
This legislation should be amended to keep current verification procedures in place, if not to
increase them. Voters must be required to meet certain qualifications to vote, and they should be

3
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required to demonstrate that they meet those qualifications. HAVA took us a step forward in that
regard, and we should not retreat from it. It is not adequate, and it does not provide enough
security, for a person to be allowed to simply submit information indicating compliance with the
constitutional qualifications to vote without any proof or verification.

Section 6—
Generally speaking, I do not support adding new federal requirements, but if they are added, they
should be funded separately from and in addition to HAVA funding.
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Arizona Association of County Recorders

October 16, 2009

Honorable Zoe Lofgren

United States House of Representatives

Chair, Elections Subcommittee, Committee on House Administration

Dear Chairwoman Lofgren,

The Arizona Assaciation of County Recorders has been keenly watching HR 1719 since it was introduced
this spring. While we enthusiastically support the offering of online voter registration so that voters
across the United States can benefit, as hundreds of thousands of Arizona voters do, from its convenient
accessibility and economic administration, we feel that we must voice our grave concerns regarding the
elimination of the list maintenance procedures currently required under the National Voter Registration
Act (HR 1718 Section 3 (b}{2)}.

We would oppose efforts to remove the list maintenance capabilities for a variety of reasons:

« Moving voters to an inactive status upon the return reception of two mail pieces for the two
federal election cycles allows for sufficient time for voters to update their registrations either
by providing their new information to us directly, or by voting in any election during that
timeframe, indeed, we see many voters updating their information in this fashion. Across the
state this means tens of thousands of voters--thousands of which may be on the inactive list and
consequentially have their records restored; even during our smaller jurisdictional elections we
stiff have hundreds of voters move back to the active status based on their voting behavior.

*  Although this safety net is there for voters who do not update their information any other
way, the preponderance of voters on the inactive list are there because they no longer reside
in our jurisdiction. The voters who have been removed based on the NVRA process is the
equivalent to the combined totals of those voters who have requested removal or who have
died and we received notification. In one county alone that would be half a million voters still
on the voter file had they not been removed via the NVRA process.

*  We must retain this critical list maintenance function so that we are able to preserve the
integrity of the voter registration lists. Removing this function would unnecessarily bioat the
vater file with such a retrogressive mandate. As long as the voter is responsible for keeping
their registration current, election administrators must have the ability to react when they fail to
do so.

List maintenance becomes more critical as Election Day draws near. HR 1719 would require
registrations to be accepted 15 days prior if submitted online which directly impacts our preparation of
Signature Rosters and Registers which list eligible voters. We encourage modifying page 4 lines 5-8 to
simply read “if the valid voter registration form is submitted online not fater than the period provided by
State law”. This provides consistency in application for all voters-- regardless of the method they chose
to submit their registration.

We applaud efforts to modernize the voter registration process, but want to caution proposals which so
dramatically impede our ability to serve our voting public effectively.

Respectfully,
The Arizona Association of County Recorders
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DerserT HOSEMANN
Secretary of State

September 28, 2009

The Honorable Gregg Harper
United States Congressman
307 Cannon HOB
Washington, 10.C. 20515

Dear Gregg:

We have reviewed the most current version of H.R, 1719 current pending in the United
States Congress, and we find it very disnwbing, Please note below the comments that we have
regarding this bill

In Section 2 of the bill, Section TA(s)3) requires online completion and submission of
voter registration forms and Section 7TA{a)(4) requires online acceptance of completed voter
registration application forms. Please note that Mississippt currently requires the signature of an
applicant to become a qualified elector. Thus, it would be impossible for Missigsippi to allow
“completion” and “acceptance” of forms through an onling mechanism. This new federal
requirement eren ¥ v tension between the federal and state Taws that would ultimately
require litigation or further legislative action to solve.  Further, 1 am not in support of removing
the signature requirement because this is one me hereby Mississippi is able to reduce the
number of fraudulent voter registration applications.

Section 2 allows online completion and acceptance of voter registration forms, but it does
ot speeify how this form of registration should be treated for identification purposes. As you
know, the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA) requires a voter to present certain forms of
identification when voting for the first time, after having registered to vote through the United
States mail, if their identifving numbers do not match the nur in the appropriate databass.
42 USC 15483(b). This requirement appears to be a fraud prevention method. 1f a voter does
not appear in person to register, does not supply & form of identification with the registration, and
his numbers cannot be matched, there is & distinet possibility that frand is being committed.
Congress, in its wisdom, required such individuals to present certain forms of identification
when voting for the first time, Registering to vots electronically holds most of the inherent
potential for fraud that registered to vote by mail does. If a person registers to vole
electronically, without providing identification, and his identifying numbers do not match
numbers in the appropriate databases, that person should be required fo show identification in
order 10 vote for the first time, regardiess of the transmission method for the voter registration
application. This is of particular bmportance in Mississippt, where we do not have a state Jaw
requiring the production of identification as a condition of voting.
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September 28, 2009
Page 2

In Section 3 of the bill, there are several references to individuals who are registered to
vote, but to whom no identifying number is assigned in the statewide voter registry. Please
remember that HAVA requires that every voter in the statewide voter registry be assigned a
unique identifier as a condition of being placed into the system. 42 USC 15483 (a)(1)(A).
Thus, there should never be an instance of a legally registered voter’s being in the system
without a unique identifier. Therefore, any of these references in Section 3 would refer to an
impossible condition.

In Section 3(a)(1), Section (6) is to be amended to allow updating voter registration
information online. Again, this presents a large problem of how to police these activities.
Although (6)(C) would require us to establish an appropriate level of security, it is unclear how
that level of security would be achieved. How can Mississippi be sure that an online operator
really is the person they purport to be? Mississippi could assign PIN numbers to each voter for
the express purpose of online activity. This method would be very time-consuming, draining
resources with inquiries from the public about their PIN numbers, probably immediately before
an election, when election officials are most engaged in the preparation for the election.
Mississippi could attempt to gather IP addresses from voters. Aside from the obvious inherent
constitutional issues with that endeavor, IP addresses are not attached to the individual voter.
Several voters may share the same IP address. In short, I can think of no practical and cost-
effective method to ensure that someone does not log on to a computer as NAME OF
RECIPIENT OF THIS LETTER, and change your address to another location in Mississippi,
without your knowledge.

Again in Section 3, please be aware that there is nio provision in this bill that would
exempt electronic mail addresses from disclosure under appropriate public records requests.
Further, Mississippi’s public records laws do not exempt such disclosure. It appears that this
provision was inserted to be utilized by campaigns to allow direct contact with the voter through
a public records request for those electronic mail addresses. This invades the privacy of voters
under the guise of improving elections, and I would urge you to impose an exemption from
disclosure, if this measure remains in the bill.

Throughout Section 3, references to online access by registrants to the statewide voter
registry imply direct access from the citizens. I am against any direct access to the working
database of Mississippi’s statewide voter registry by anyone other than election officials. It goes
without saying that recent activities of suspect voter registration organizations demonstrate the
wisdom of this principle. 1do not want disinterested, third parties to have the ability to stuff our
voter rolls full of improper or fraudulent voter registrations. Applicants should not have direct
access to the voter registry; their applications should be processed by registrars and reviewed to
determine that the application is sufficient under state law to allow the applicant to become
registered.

Section 3 references the use of electronic mail addresses for the purpose of list
maintenance under the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA). There are several
problems with this concept. First, electronic mail addresses are not tied to a specific residential
address at a fixed place in Mississippi or any other state. Second, the use of an electronic mail
address for voter list maintenance purposes would exploit a the poor in Mississippi by not



20

September 28, 2009
Page 3

allowing them to use the quickest, most efficient means to update voter roll information that
would be available to those with computers in their homes and electronic mail addresses for
communication with election officials.

More importantly, Section 3 of this bill effectively ends the practice of removing
someone from the voter rolls based on a change in residence. Currently, there are only two ways
for a person to be removed from the rolls after moving out of the jurisdiction. First, those voters
can confirm in writing that they have moved to a new jurisdiction. 42 USC 1973gg-6(d)(1)(A).
Second, election officials can remove voters if they have failed to respond to a confirmation, or
voter notification, card, and two federal general elections have passed and the voters have failed
to vote. 42 USC 1973gg-6(d)(1)(B). Section 3 of this bill limits the mailing of confirmation
cards to only those who have no unique identifying number in the voter registry—exactly zero
people in Mississippi, and every other state that follows the law regarding centralized voter
registries. Therefore, the only option for election officials is to receive confirmation in writing
from the voter. Based on anecdotal evidence, this practice results in an abysmally low number of
removals in Mississippi. The vast majority of removals for moving out of the jurisdiction results
from the confirmation card process.

I understand that this bill purports to allow online “confirmation in writing” through the
online system created in Section 2. When people move, they always have their electricity
service moved with them. They often move other utilities as well. However, only the most
civic-minded remember to update their voter registration information. Those that do remember
will go to the new location and register to vote, where the new registrar will capture information
about the prior jurisdiction and alert that jurisdiction to remove the individual from the voter
rolls. Therefore, the universe of people who would be helped by this electronic “confirmation in
writing” is miniscule.

At last count, there were twenty-nine counties in Mississippi with greater numbers of
registered voters than voting age population according to the United States Census estimates.
We are connected to the Department of Health to obtain death records and to the Administrative
Office of Courts to obtain criminal convictions. These two processes work moderately well,
depending on the diligence of the local election officials, in removing the dead or the
disenfranchised felons. We are also connected to the National Change of Address (NCOA)
program through the United States Postal Service, where we can obtain change of address
information, match it to a voter, and determine who has moved out of the county of residence.
This is a relatively new process for us, and we still have some wrinkles to iron out. However,
Section 3 of H.R. 1719 would not allow us to continue using NCOA. Section 3 would require us
to leave on the voter rolls every person who moves out of the county or state who does not
contact us in writing. Iam absolutely opposed to leaving those voters on the voter rolls. The
only people who should vote in Mississippi are people who live in Mississippi.

In the event that this bill continues to require the gathering of electronic mail addresses,
there is another provision in Section 4 that needs to be addressed. This section requires that
electronic mail be sent to registered voters no later than seven (7) days prior to an election,
containing information about where to vote, how long the polls are open, and what identification
is necessary in order to cast a ballot. Regrettably, Mississippi has no voter identification.
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However, we already send a voter registration card by United States mail to every registered
voter. That card contains polling place information specific to that voter. Further, Mississippi is
required to maintain a polling place locator on our website, and that information is available to
anyone who wants to visit the website. Although the voter registration card does not indicate the
hours that the polls are open, it is universally known that voting occurs from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. in
Mississippi. Sending one million, nine hundred thousand electronic mails is a technological
obstacle that will be very difficult for Mississippi to hurdle. It is sometimes difficult to get
electronic mail across the hall in my office. Sending almost two million individual e-mails
would require a great deal more manpower than available. Sending almost two million e-mails
in bundles would require a great deal of coordination of technological resources. Further, only
those who are affluent enough to own a computer and maintain an electronic mail address would
benefit from this system. Because there are already two methods for individuals to determine
where they vote, because it is universally known when the polls are open, and because there is no
voter identification requirement in Mississippi, and because of the disparate impact of this
provision, I am not in support of electronic mail to inform voters of this information.

Section 6 of H.R. 1719 allows states to spend requirements payments out of HAVA to cover the
costs of implementing the foregoing provisions of the bill. Please remember that HAVA has
never been fully funded and Mississippi is almost completely drained of its allotment. We have
contracts for technological support for the statewide voter registry and for the voting system that
both expire on December 31, 2010. It is anticipated that we can provide these services with
federal funding through the election cycle of 2012. After that election cycle, we will be
dependent upon the provision of further federal funding or we will be required to ask the State to
fund these federal requirements. H.R. 1719 would place further financial burdens on our State,
and would probably require us to seek further federal funds or state funds to be able to support
the general election of 2012, or face the very real possibility of holding elections that are not in
compliance with federal law.

Improving access to voter registration and providing greater efficiency in list
maintenance are two laudable goals that I support. However, I urge you not to support H.R.
1719 in its current form because it creates more problems than it solves and it is financially
unsupportable at this time.

Best regards,

Sincerely,

Otk e

Delbert Hosemann
Secretary of State

CDH,JR/me
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National Association of Election Officials
The Election Center 12543 Westella, Ste 100 o Houston, TX o 77079 281-239-0101
October 19, 2009

Reaction to HR1719 ~ Internet Voter Registration

As the National Association of Election Officials, we specialize in voter registration and election
administration issues. Our members are the election professionals within local governments at
both the city and county level as well as states. We are a non-partisan, nonprofit organization

Our role is to improve the administration of elections for all voters throughout the nation and to
assure that the elections process is fair to all voters regardless of political point of view and
regardless of political party.

It is within this context that we offer the House Administration Committee, including both the
Democratic and Republican sides, our recommendations and observations concerning HR 1719
concerning Internet voter registration.

We welcome the opportunity to continue to modernize elections. In fact, it has been state and
local governments that, without federal legislation, have created most of the innovative and
unique solutions that have become commonplace in elections. That is true too of use of the
internet for voter information, for serving overseas voters, for locating polling places and for
Internet voter registration.

Background:

Following on the lead of Arizona as the first state to offer on-line registration, Washington state
and other states (now totaling six states) currently offer Internet registration and the concept is
rapidly expanding to others already in the process of developing their own programs.

As an elections community we welcome changes that better serve voters and which can be
administered fairly without partisan impact that favors one party over another. Internet voter
registration can be a useful process to continue to improve open access to the democratic process
in America.

However, online registration must be recognized as only an additional option available to voters.
While it will appeal to many voters, we still live in a age when the “digital divide” is still a
reality: some segments of society have far more access to computers than others and one of our
concerns is that government not place primary emphasis on one method of registration to the
detriment of all other methods. We are still developing the capability of Internet voter
registration and what does — and does not — work well for voters. Our learning curve on just
how it impacts the availability of access to voting is still developing. We are likely to continue to
discover how to improve access to all segments of society rather than those initially who have
the education, the means, or the technology that allows greater participation.
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Recommendations for the bill as presented:

Our first set of recommendations is to say we completely agree with the comments of
Washington Secretary of State Sam Reed in his letter to the Committee on September 10, 2009:

In support of H.R. 1719, 1 do have a few recommendations to make it even better legisiation

« Driver's License or State 1D Card. The online voler registration system must be hed to the state driver's
hcensing agency (DMV or DOL). Without this, there 1s no signature for the voler registration file. 1t goes
withou! saying thal a sound voter registration system requires a signature from each voter. The onfine
registration systems in Washington and Arizona both link 1o thelr state licensing agencies. Because
these applicants have previously come into 8 driver's licensing office in person, online applications are
iess subject (o fraud than paper ions. ¥ g the DMV?DOL requirement in place
of the ref to° " b fraud is not p o with a piece of
technology, but by requinng each user to prave his or her identity

« Timing of Registration. The bill forces every state to adop! a voler registration deadiine of 15 days of

earker. This 15 too close to Election Day and jecp the grity of the For millions of
Americans who vote absentee, this is oo tate Morsl states have a25-30°day deadlme Fifteen days 18
insufficient time to identily the th of g that result each time a person whoas
already regh 3 new reg) g P i

«  Prohibiting C of invalid i For over 15 years, NVRA has stated that once a

voler moves and fails to update his or her information through two federal General Elections (a
Presidential elaction cycie). the invalid registrabon may be cancelled  This bill prohibits stales from
cancelling registrations that are clearly invaid, even though the person may have moved 15 years ago or
died S years ago  There s no doubt that this provision will result in inaccurate voter rolls. The provision
refers (o registrants "on the official list of eligible veters ... 1o whom a unique identifier has not been
assigned under the computerized Statewide voter registration list * This sentence makes no sense since
the “official list of ehgible voters” may only include voters "ta whom a uique dentifier has been assigned.”

While we cannot at this time say whether we support or oppose the legislation, we especially
agree with the concerns sited by Secretary Reed on each of the bulleted points.

In addition to Secretary Reed’s comments above regarding cancellation of invalid registrations,
voter registration numbers largely determine resource allocations. If voters are not removed
when they are no longer resident within a jurisdiction, resources (and costs) for such items as
mailings, poll workers, voting equipment and ballots become greatly increased.

Many states require minimum resources, €.g., voting machines or ballots, be available based on
“eligible” voters. This includes both “active” and “inactive” voters. With the effective repeal,
contained in HR 1719, of the NVRA list maintenance provisions, the “inactive” voters will
grow to exceed the “active” voters. As election professionals we clearly know that voting is not
only about conducting fair and impartial elections, it is also about the “perception of fairness” in
elections. If voters perceive that our processes result in more voters on the rolls than the voting
age population, then there is little faith that the process protects from the abuse of those who may
be inclined to manipulate the election for personal or partisan gain. Please do not ask us to
administer a process that is inaccurate by design.

Safeguards Necessary: We cannot overstate the importance of continuing the processes passed
by bi-partisan efforts of both the NVRA and HAVA. List maintenance is a necessary process
that is important to the future of American democracy because it assures Americans that we pay
attention to the details of voter rolls and continued eligibility of voters. We recommend this bill
reaffirm the long history of appropriate list maintenance as provided under NVRA.

Recommendations on HR1719-Internet Voter Registration Page 2 of 6
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When HAVA was passed, it was passed with overwhelming bi-partisan support for its provisions
of what is necessary for states and local governments to assure voters of their eligibility. This
bill needs to reaffirm that Internet registration must be in accordance with the provisions
established in HAVA to provide either a drivers license (DL) number OR the last four digits of a
Social Security number (and in rare instances, establish another unique identifier if neither DL or
state ID card is available). The reason states that have enacted online registration mandate a
driver license number is that it is essential to the administration of elections that election officials
have a signature on file for each voter. Without a signature, voters will be unable to vote by mail
or vote early in many states. Signature comparison is still used to verify authenticity of an
application for an absentee ballot and the returned absentee ballot.

These provisions are both important and necessary to maintaining a sound voter registration
process that protects the integrity of elections in this country. Beyond those concerns, it is
expensive to maintain out of date lists, to mail to voters who are not there (because they have
moved one or more times between elections), to create and mail sample ballots to ineligible
voters or voters no longer living at the given address.

Cost IS Important: Make no mistake about it, cost is important in this economic climate where
employees at state and local levels are being place on unpaid furlough or are being laid off
because local governments don’t have enough tax revenues to even pay salaries, let alone
administrative costs of new legislative mandates. Congress and state legislatures cannot ignore
ongoing costs related to legislative change.  The lack of appropriate controls within the
legislation means that local governments will be faced with growing voter rolls. As we
mentioned above, the allocation of resources, voting equipment, poll workers, sample ballots,
and a host of other preparations is dependent on accuracy of veting rolls.

Supplanting email for postal mail carries adverse cost and policy implications. Currently,
according to the US Postal Service, 25 to 30 percent of postal recipients are changing addresses
in any given year. Email addresses are not more stable than physical addresses, they are
changing more rapidly. Additionally, the only email address for many people is their work
email. If election officials bombard the email addresses of all the voters with voter registration
information and/or “official” elections notices, they will. by necessity of the volume of returned
emails, have to hire full time staff to correct email addresses on a continuous basis. With postal
addresses, the US Postal Service greatly assists in updating of addresses but with email the entire
burden of address updating is left with election officials. And this presumes that there is even a
capability of finding or correcting email addresses beyond what the voter may willingly provide;
since there is no known single source of such data, it becomes difficult to even comply.

Additionally, when postal mail addressed to a voter is returned as undeliverable-election officials
have instant notice that follow-up is necessary to determine if the voter still resides at that
location. A change in email address does not evidence a change in residence by a voter. With
email addresses, we may or may not know if the email was “delivered”. If it is eliminated
through an Independent Service Provider as Spam, we may not know it was not delivered; if it is
eliminated by the recipients’ spam filters, we won’t know if it was received. The sending servers
utilized by local governments to relay email messages sent to thousands, or hundreds of

Recommendations on HR1719-Internet Voter Registration Page 30f 6
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thousands (or millions) of voters will also treat mass email as spam and may not alert election
officials that all or most of it was blocked.

Our recommendations:

*

Do not require the collection of email addresses; leave it to the option of voters to provide
if they choose. State and local government can choose to do so without Federal
legislation.

Further, do not permit delivery of official confirmation notices by email.

Finally, only permit email delivery of “voter information” as an option for the voter with
appropriate notifications to the voter that it may mean missing important election
information. We believe firmly that Postal mail, websites with voter information, news
media notifications and more traditional methods of voter notification are still valid. We
welcome the opportunity to engage newer technologies such as email and Internet but
they are not yet as good as they will need to be in order to assure good service to voters.
By providing it as an option to the voter for “voter information” only, we can continue to
work through the issues related to electronic notifications.

Email confirmation of residence is virtually impossible: an important safeguard vital to
the integrity of elections would be lost.

Specify that address “verification” and “confirmation” notices continue to be sent by
regular mail. Verification by mail of voter residence cannot be conducted by email.

Our reasons:

?

This raises numerous difficulties:

o The same information may not be provided to voters without recorded email
addresses creating an “equal protection” problem. There remain significant socio-
economic disparities in access to email.

o Some states send such election information by mail immediately prior to each
election. Others simply provide this type of information as part of each voter’s
“yoter information” or “voter verification” mailing when they register or make a
change to their registration. Would states which have elected to mail such
information only when it changes now be required to send repeated mailings for
each election?

o Based on our experience with similar systems, many voters would not receive
these notices due to spam filter blockages of which they may or may not be
aware.

o Available data indicates that less than 1% of voters voting at their polls on
election day in 2008 went to the wrong polling place. Vote by mail, early voting,
provisional voting and voting centers have also greatly reduced the reliance on
“correct polling place.”

o Most states now provide electronic access to this information via their websites.
A number of states are experimenting with such electronic transmission with
mixed results.

o Informing voters of the availability of their registration and election information
via a link to a state or local website is recommended as a better alternative than
providing voter specific content in an email. This provides greater security and
privacy protections and would better facilitate electronic update, by voters, of

Recommendations on HR1719-Internet Voter Registration Page 4 of 6
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National Association of Election Officials
The Election Center

outdated information. State and local election officials have invested substantial
time and resource into the development and marketing of these voter information
websites. Tens of millions of hits to these websites were recorded in 2008
indicating that voters are aware of their existence and are using them.

Cutoff dates: We are greatly concemed about the limitation of 15 days for voter registration
cutoff. Regardless of how well-intentioned this policy may be, it hinders ability to administer
the election. Despite the belief of some that 15 days is adequate, it is a disservice to elections. It
places an undue burden on resources to process voter registrations within that time frame. Not
only do all the registrations have to be processed during that time but there has to be enough time
to allow the election officials time to mail confirmation notices to the address list on the voter
registration application to assure that the voter’s address is correct and that there is an actual
eligible voter at that location. Mailing a voter registration card to the voter is one important step
in the checks and balances built into the elections process to assure that we have the correct
information and that we establish voter eligibility. We need time to process the applications,
then to send the confirmation notice to the address listed by the voter, and the transit time for any
returned information. As it was necessary in UOCAVA legislation to provide transit time for
ballots and ballot applications, it is also necessary to allow transit time to process voter
registrations. In major urban areas, the processing of voters to get them on the rolls can take the
15 days leaving little or no time to allow transit time to assure eligibility prior to an election.
Additionally, the extremely short time allowed in HR1719:

o Negatively affects the printing and delivery of accurate poll books, which is paramount to
the security of an election; this endangers that process as voters who have not had time to
get registration confirmation documents processed may not be in the poll book, thus
creating a mountain of provisional ballots. For the voter, the difference is enormous
because a qualified ballot is issued if we have the appropriate amount of time versus a
provisional ballot which may or may not be counted.

" Negatively affects the states conducting elections by mail as most mail ballots 18-22 days
prior to the election. It seriously decreases the amount of time available for transit of a
ballot after the registration confirmation is completed.

Our recommendation: We recommend the legislation leave the cutoff date for registrations to
the individual states themselves where they can best determine the amount of time necessary to
meet administrative needs and for determination of eligibility.

We further recommend for First time voters: We recommend that the bill specify that voters

who are registering by email for the first time within a jurisdiction must meet the individual
state’s requirements for postal mail registration as compliance with HAVA in the state’s
processes.

Privacy For Email Addresses: We recommend that “electronic mail addresses” referred to in
Sec. 4, be excluded from public records — and that they be exempted from FOIA (Freedom of
Information Act) requests. Email addresses and their use should be under the control of, and at
the option of, the voter; faiture to do so may lead to further deterioration of voter participation.

Recommendations on HR1719-Intemet Voter Registration Page 5 of6
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National Association of Election Officials
The Election Center

Discussion: As in the case of email addresses for UOCAVA voters, such addresses should be

protected from public disclosure for both security purposes and to encourage the use, by
the public, of electronic transmission of election information. People are extremely
sensitive to abuse of their email addresses, even more so than their telephone numbers,
and will readily apply spam filters to unauthorized sources of email as well as voice their
complaints, loud and long, to both election officials and elected officials.

Clarifications Sought:

?

Sec. 3 (6)(A) requires election officials to allow online updates through the official
public website of the election official..."as well as at any location at which under State
law the voter may update the information in person."

Does this anticipate computer stations in all public registration locations to permit walk-
ins to update their registration records oniine? If so, substantial resources would be
required to meet such a requirement. We would recommend ending the sentence
following “at any time.” This will require public computer terminals in all social service
office, all DMV offices, all designated voter registration offices, all election official
office etc.

Sec. 5 states that “the State shall consider an applicant to have provided a ‘valid voter
registration form’ if the applicant has provided the appropriate State or local election
official with all of the information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible
to vote in elections for Federal office in the State or local jurisdiction involved.”’

o Is this intended to leave in place or supplant State established eligibility
requirements?

o What, in addition to the “information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant
is eligible to vote in elections for Federal office” is envisioned here as being
applied by states to deny registrations?

o  Further, by implication, this appears to suggest that a voter would not be required
to use any type of official voter registration form or Web site in order to register
to vote. This, in turn, would result in the proliferation of alternate online sites and
forms that a voter could use to submit the information needed to register to vote.
There would be nothing to prevent political parties, candidates, special interest
groups and commercial concerns from establishing such forms and sites. Without
conforming state legislation, a “two-tiered” registration system would result: one
for federal elections and one for all other types of elections.

Recommendations on HR1719-Internet Voter Registration - Page 60f6
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Maricopa County
Office of the Recorder

Helen Purcell - Recorder

111 South 3rd Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 850032281
Phone: (602) 506-3535

Fax: (602) 506-3273

September 17, 2009

Honorable Zoe Lofgren
United States House of Representatives
Chair, Elections Subcommittee, Committee on House Administration

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren,

Maricopa County Elections Department has been the beneficiary of online registration for a
number of years now and we would like to go on record in support of the proposed HR 1719.
There have been valuable lessons learned in impiementing and growing the online process and
we feel that sharing some of those experiences will strengthen the bill and prevent unnecessary
replication of unintended cc e :

Without online registration last year’s presidential election cycle could have been catastrophic
for us. Had we received all registrations via paper forms we are certain that we would not have
been abie to accommodate the volume regardless of resources or staffing. The ability for voters
to verify, modify and submit registrations online allowed for our voter registration staff to
successfully process petition signature verifications, campaign finance donation slips, and the
remaining quarter million forms which we did receive on paper.

Empowering all jurisdictions with the ability to service voters in a timely and economically
sound manner is good stewardship. We respectfully submit our comments and supporting data
on the importance of this modernization.

,’f //
v/

Helen Purcell
Maricopa County Recorder

Ko, Ctoron

Karen Osborne
Maricopa County Elections Director
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HR 1719 the “Voter Registration Modernization Act of 2009”

Comments by Maricopa County, Arizona

Online Voter Registration

L

Arizona is fortunate to have online voter registration to offer our voters. In 2008 69%
{roughly 462,000} of all registrations, both new {196,000) registrations and
modifications (266,000} of existing voters, came via the online registration service
nuilifying the need for staff data entry and saving over $385,000. in 2009 we have seen
this increase 1o 89% of all registrations coming in via the online source.

Sources

e

| 2008 Voter Registration

of all Vil was
done oplime

By partnering with the Department of Motor vehicles we ensure that the initial contact
with the voter is in person with proper documentation of identity provided. This
partnership ensures the ability to capture updated signatures which serve a vital role in
maintaining accurate signatures for use in verification for the ever increasing number of
voters who vote by mail,

HR 1719 allows for states which do not currently have the luxury of online registration
sufficient time to implement with the effective date of 2016,

However, the 15 day mandate on acceptance of online registration has grave
ramifications. By allowing ALL voters to register by the same deadline and standards, as
set by each state, a tiered effect is not created results in administrative complications.
Separate deadiines muddy voter outreach and education, impact the printing of
registers and rosters, reduce the reaction time of election officials to respond to the
deluge of last minute registrations—15 days out or 29, we will always have voters who
will submit at 12:01 AM the next day.
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In regards to voter confirmation in online registration it is important that the voter
receive some confirmation notification that they can print or retain for their records.
Changing the language on Page 5, Line 17-18 {Section 3 {B} {ii}} to ensure that all voters
receive such a confirmation notice which MAY include an email if requested by the voter
would be preferable.

This it a printed reprasent
ServicefAnzona web frad

NVRA Provisions

®

The ability to maintain accurate voter rolls is severely impeded by removing the practice
of removal of inactive voters after failure to vote.

Email Notification of Voter information

®

Section 4 requiring the email notification to voters has some hurdies to overcome. The
vast majority of servers will filter and dump emails going out to large numbers of
recipients into Junk Mailboxes. Maricopa County has 1.8 million registered voters and
even if we only had a fraction of the email addresses for those voters the numbers
would still be onerous to send in batches and delay the information going out to some
voters.

There is also the question of email address quality. We have attempted to utilize email
for correspondence with just the 7000 boardworkers we employ but the majority are
returned as undeliverable and we have put that effort on hold.

Additionally, perhaps the email address is correct but the voter has moved and not
updated their registration address. They would then potentially receive incorrect
information on where to vote.
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» However, we have had great success with providing the very information cutlined under
“Provision of Other Information by Electronic Mall” with online search tools for voters,
in the month preceding the November 2008 election we had almost half a million voters
utilize our polling place locator tool:

@ Almost 200,000 voters used the online Early Ballot Request Too

 »For the 2008 General Flection we had
185,197 requests for early ballots come invia
our onling request mechanism during the
request period in Oclober alone:

S S S, N
[N e
a7 N T o

(e

5N

LS S
oF o o
A

s By providing voters the tools to obtain the information they need on their own terms, at
any time day or night, the voting public is well served and the complications with
maintaining accurate email rolls is avoided.
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Washingion County Utah

Elections Department

197 E Tabernacle

St George, UT 84770

435.634.5712 Office

435,834 5763 Fax Qctober 23, 2008

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren
United States House of Representatives
Chair, Subcommittee on Elections, Committee on House Administration

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren,

1 strongly support the online voter registration proposed in H.R.1719. Utah passed an online voter
registration law In January 2008, We are working with our State Election officials to make this new
addition to the Utah State Voler Registration arsenal, safe, secure and user Fendly,

in support of H.R. 1718, | do recommend that these few changes will make H.R. 1718 better legislation.

Driver's License or State 1D Card, The online voter registration must be tied into the state
Drivers License Division, Qur Utah State Law reguires this provision. Without this, thers is no
signature for the voter registration form. Many of our Utah voting laws require signature
verification from the County Clerk's office to provide security. If we do not require a signature, |
believe that many voters can and will take advantage of this large loophole and undermine the
security of our Municipal, County, State and Federal Elections. Utah has also passed a law
allowing prospective voters who feel that they cannot afford $8.00 for a Utah State 1D card, if they
quaiify, to receive an 1D card free. As many others have suggested, | also recommend inserting
the DMVDOL requirement in place of the reference 1o "technological security measures”. We
want to prevent fraud, by requiring each user to prove his or her identity,

Timing of Registration. This bill forces every state to adopt a voter registration deadiine of 15
days or earlier. This is {oo close to Election Day, and Washington County would be forced into
hiring and training temporary staff to help us meet the deadline. Our current Utah State Law gives
us a 30 day cutoff {o be able to process the applications properly. Voiers must also be a citizen of
the State of Utah 30 days before the Election Day to be able o register to vote. if the cutoff day is
15 days, then it would be almost Impossible to determine if a voter qualifies for residency,

Prohibiting Cancellation of Invalid Registrations. Washington County stands strongly behind
the NVRA requirements. We have used this in our past election cycles. Utah has a strong
Provisional Ballot process in place, and counts 76-80% of our Provisional Batiots. We must be
able to remove INVAILD registrations. We must be able o stand behind the integrity of our voter
rolls.

I believe that using technology to help assist in voter registration can be accessible, convenient, and
secure. | also befleve that each State has different needs. in Utah we are very forlunate 1o have &
Statewide Voter information System that all 29 counties use. We also have strong leadership in our
Lisutenant Governor and his capable steff. Please look Into these suggestions. We must be able to stand
behind the integrity of our voter rolis. Please call on me if | can provide more information, (435) 652.5891.

Sinceraly,
Melanie Abplanalp

Washington County, UT
Election Clerk

ce: Utah State Lisutenant Governor, Greg Bell
Washington County, UT Clerk/Auditor, Kim M Hafen
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Schalestock, Peter

From: Alcorn, James (SBE) [James.alcorn@sbe.virginia.govl
Sent; Sunday, October 18, 2008 5:18 PM

To: Hicks, Thomas; Schalestock, Peter

Subject: H.R.1713 the Voter Registration Modernization Act
Attachments: HR1719.doc

Tom and Peter,

1 understand that you are both soliciting feedback on HR1719. Attached are some of my comments. Piease
note, that these comments are my own and do not reflect the position of the Virginia State Board of Elections
or the Commonwealth of Virginia.

In sum, | think this is a great idea and my comments are relatively minor. You may be interested to know that
we are building an online system to accept changes in voter registration and absentee ballot applications.

Please let me know if | can provide any further assistance,

James Alcorn, Esq.

Deputy Secretary

Virginia State Board of Flections

{804) 864-8944

james.alcorn@sbe.virginia.gov

NOTICE: This message, including any attachments, may summarize laws, regulations and policies. Itis not
legal advice, nor a binding statement of official policy. Furthermore, this message and any responses sent to
this email address may be subject to public disclosure under FOIA.
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H.R.1719, Voter Registration Modernization Act

House Administration Committes Changes Date and Time for Hearing on HLR.I7IS the Voter

We learnad yesterday that House Administration has changad the date and time of the hearing
on H.R.1718 the Voter Registration Modernization Act. The hearing will now take place on
Wednasday, October 21, 2009 at 1:00pm. The committee staff is very interested in hearing
commaents on this bill. Please send any comments to th i i
eter sehalestock@mail house zov The witnesses scheduled for the hearing ars:

Katie Blinn, Assistant Director of tlections, Washington State Secretary of State’s Office
Doug Chapin, Director, Election initiatives, Pew Center on the States

Elaine Manlove, State Election Commissioner, Delaware

Todd Rokita, Secretary of State, indiana

a s & 2
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R 171D
To amend the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 and the Help
America Vote Act of 2002 to promote the use of the Internet by State
and focal election officials in carrying out voter registration activities,
and for other purposes.
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
March 28, 2009

Ms, ZOE LOFGREN of California introduced the following bill; which was
referred to the Committee on House Administration

A BILL

To amend the National Voler Registration Act of 1993 and the Help
America Vote Act of 2002 to promote the use of the Internet by State
and local election officials in carrying out voter registration activities,
and for other purposes,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORY TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ' Voter Registration Modernization
Act of 2009".

SEC, 2, REQUIRING AVAILABILITY OF INTERNET FOR
YVOTER REGISTRATION,
{a) Requiring Avallability of Internet for Registration- The
National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 U.5.C. 1973gg et
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 7 the following new
section:

TSEC. TA. INTERNET REGISTRATION.
" {a) Requiring Availabifity of Internet for Online Registration-
Each State shall ensure that the following services are available
to the public on the official public website of the appropriate
election officials in the Stats:
) Online aceass to, and distribution in sledtronia formy
b | voter registration application formg i accordance . S L :
with paragraph (5} L Cosisent LD Mo seics Alwadiedo this 1001
et ity shivadd : N L4
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" (2) Online assistance to applicants in completing voter
registration application forms.

{3 Online completion and submission by applicants of
online versions of voter reglstration application forms.
T{4) Online acteptance of completed voter registration
apphication forms.

" (b) Provision of Services in Nonpartisan Manner- The services - (JIi0R i
made available under subsection (a) shall be provided in 3 L m@(mi i
manner that ensures that-- sl

(1) no person shall seek to influence an applicant's
political preference or party registration;
*(2) there is no display on the website of any political
preference or party allegiance; and
T(3) there is no statement or any other feature on the
weabsite the purpose or effect of which is to discourage the
applicant from registering to vote,
*{c} Protection of Security of Information- In meeting the
fequirements of this section, the State sha
appropriate technological security measures ta prevent o
unauthorized access to information provided by individuais using
the services made available under subsection (a).
T (d) Effective Date- The requiremaents of this section shall apply
with respect to elections for Federal office occurring in 2016 and
each succeeding year.'.
{b} Conforming Amendments-
{1) TIMING OF REGISTRATION- Section 8(a) 1) of such : g
Act (42 U.5.C. 19739g-6(a)(1}} is amended-- . s g s
(A) by striking ~and' at the end of subparagraph (C); .
{B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (E); and
{C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the following
new subparagraph;
T{DY in the case of online registration through the
official public website of an election official under
section 7A, if the valid voter registration form is
submitted online not later than the lesser of 15days;
orithe period provided by State law, before the date

5 SR 10

of the election; and’.
{2} INFORMING APPLICANTS OF ELIGIBILITY

REQUIREMENTS AND PENALTIES- Section 8{a)}{(5) of such
Act (42 U.5.C. 1973g9-6(a)(5)) is amended by striking
“and 7 and inserting "7, and 7A,
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SEC. 3. USE OF INTERNET TO UPDATE REGISTRATION
INFORMATION.

(a) Updates to Information Contained on Computerized
Statewide Voter Registration List~
{1} IN GENERAL- Section 303(a) of the Help America Vote
Act of 2002 (42 U.S5.C. 15483(a)) is amendead by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:
T{6) USE OF INTERNET BY REGISTERED VOTERS TO
UPDATE INFORMATION-
T{A) IN GENERAL- The appropriate State or local
election official shall ensure that any legally
registered voter to whom a unigue identifier has
been assigned under the computerized list may
update the voter's registration information, including
the voter's address and electronic mail address,
ontine through the official public website of the
election official responsible for the maintenance of
the list, st dnyv time as well as at any location at
which under State law the voter may update the
information in person.
T{B) PROCESSING OF UPDATED INFORMATION BY
ELECTION OFFICIALS- If a registered voter updates
registration information under subparagraph (&), the
appropriate State or local election official shali--
(i) revise any information on the
computerized list to reflect the update made by
the voter; and
*{#) if requested by the voter, confirm the
receipt of the update by electronic mall sent to
the voter.
“{C) PREVENTION OF UNAUTHORIZED REVISIONS
AND FRAUD~ In meeting the requirements of this
paragraph, the appropriate State or local election
official shall establish appropriate technological
sacurity measuras o prevent unauthorized persons
from updating a registered voter's registration
information and to prevent the entry of fraudulent
data.
(D) EFFECTIVE DATE- This paragraph shall take
effect on Jahtary 1, 20618,
{2y CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING 7O EFFECTIVE
DATE- Section 303(d}{ 1}{A) of such Act (42 U.5.C.
15483(d){(1){A)) is amended by striking "~ subparagraph

Tty
Dariod fravided:
ot o e
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{BY and inserting " subparagraph {B) and subsection
(a)(6)"
{b) Effect on Voter Removal Program Under Mational Vater
Registration Act of 1993~ R
(1) USE OF ONUINE UPDATE YO CONEIRM CHANGEOF
RESIDENCE- Section 8(d){1)(A) of the National Voter
Registration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C, 1973gg-6(d){1}{(A)) Is
amended by inserting after " in writing' the following: “or
by updating information on the computerized Statewide
voter registration list using the online method provided
under section 303(a)(6) of the Help America Vote Act of
2002
(2) PROHIBITING REMOVAL OF REGISTERED VOTERS
INCLUDED ON COMPUTERIZED LIST FOR FAILURE TO
VOTE OR APPEAR TO VOTE- Section 8 of such Act (42
U.5.C. 1973gg-6) is amended-~
{A) In subsection {b}{(2), by inserting after " eligible
voters’ the following: {other than an individual to
whom a unigue identifier has been assigned under
the computerized Statewide voter registration Hst
under section 303(a) of the Help America Vote Act of
2002); and
{B) in subsection {¢){1){(BXi), by striking " has failed’
and inserting the following: ~in the case of a
registrant to whom a unique tdentifier has not been
assigned under the computerized Statewide voter
registration {ist under section 303(a) of the Help
America Vote Act of 2002, has failed'.
{3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO
PROCEDURES TO ENSURE ABILITY TO VOTE FOLLOWING
FAILURE TO NOTIFY REGISTRAR OF CHANGE OF
ADDRESS- Section 8(e) of such Act (42 U.5.C. 197309~
&(e)) is amended in the heading by striking ~Fallure to
Return Card' and inserting "Failure to Notify Registrar of
Change of Address’.
{4) EFFECTIVE DATE- The amendments made by this
subsection shall take effect on January 1, 2012,

SEC, 4. PROVISTION OF ELECTION INFORMATION BY
ELECTRONIC MAIL TO INDIVIDUALS REGISTERED TO
VOTER.
{a) Including Option on Voter Registration Form To Provide E~
Mail Address and Recgive Information-
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{1) IN GENERAL~ Section 9(b) of the National Voter
Registration Act of 1983 {42 U.5.C. 1$73gg-7(b)) is
amended--

{A) by striking "and' at the end of paragraph (8);
{B} by striking the period at the end of paragraph {4}
and inserting " and'; and

{C} by adding at the end the following new
paragraph

e applicant shall
- registeation
193 | from the appropriate State or focal
o0 official through electronic mall sent to that
address.’.
{2} EFFECTIVE DATE- The amendments made by
paragraph (1) shall take effect January 1, 2012.
{b} Requiring Provision of Information by Election Officials-
Section 302(b) of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 {42 U.5.C.
15482(h)) is amended by adding at the end the following new
paragrapht
' (3) PROVISION OF OTHER INFORMATION BY
ELECTRONIE MATL- ¥ an individual who is a registered
voter has provided the State or local slection official with
an electronic mail address for the purpose of receiving
voter registration and veting information (as described in
saction 9{b)}(5) of the National Voter Registration Act of
1993), the appropriate State or local election official shatt
provide the individual with the following informiation niinde i
through electronic mail not later than 7 days before the i i eRerien
date of the election involved: alldt or e vating equipisi sad/of 5
“{A) The name and address of the polliing place at
which the individual is assigned to vote in the
slection.
T (B} The hours of operation for the polling place.
“{C) A description of any identification or other
information the individual may be required to bring
to the poiling place.’.

unless the apnl
{if eligible to registe ) 1
1 voting information from the
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SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION OF REQUIREMENT TO REGISTER

APPLICANTS PROVIDING NECESSARY INFORMATION TO

SHOW ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.
Section 8 of the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42
U.8.C. 1973gg-6) is amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:
" (k) Reguirement for State To Register Applicants Providing
Necessary Information To Show Eligibility To Vote- For purposes
meeting the requirement of subsection {a)}{1) that an eligible
applicant is registered to vote in an election for Federal office
within the deadlines required under such subsection, the State
shall consider an applicant to have provided a " valid voter
registration form’ if the applicant has provided the appropriate
State or local election official with ail of the information
necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in
elections for Federal office in the State or local jurisdiction
involved.'.

SEC. 6. AVAILABILITY DF REQUIREMENTS PAYMENTS
UNDER HAVA TO COVER COSTS OF COMPLIANCE WITH
NEW NVRA REQUIREMENTS.
{&} In General- Section 251{b}) of the Help America Vote Act of
2002 (42 U.8,C, 15401(b)) is amended--
(1) in paragraph (1}, by striking " paragraph {2)' and
inserting " paragraphs {2) and {3);
{2} by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph {3); and
{3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the following new
paragraph:
T{2) CERTAIN VOTER REGISTRATION ACTIVITIES- A State
may use a requirements payment to carry out the
reguirements of the National Voter Registration Act of
1993 which are imposed pursuant to the amendments
made to such Act by the Voter Registration Modernization
Act of 2009.".
{b) Conforming Amendment- Section 254{a)(1) of such Act (42
U.8.C. 15404(a¥{ 1)) is amended by striking " section 251{a}(2)’
and inserting " section 251(bY}(3Y.
{c) Effective Date- The amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to fiscal year 2010 and each succeeding fiscal
vear,

END
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- Schalestock, Peter
From: BOOZE, PHYLLIS [pbooze@botetourt.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 7:32 AM
To: Schalestock, Peter
Subject: HR 1718

Please read and react strongly to the following information before enacting legislation that could create
devastating issues across the nation. Please listen to the professionals in the elections community. It is our
JOB to conduct elections. We are your best resource for proper information.

Reaction to HR1719 — Internet Voter Registration

As the National Association of Election Officials, we specialize in voter registration and election
administration issues. Qur members are the election professionals within local governments at both the city
and county level as well as states. We are a non-partisan, nonprofit organization

Our role is to improve the administration of elections for all voters throughout the nation and to assure that
the elections process is fair to all voters regardless of political point of view and regardless of political

party.

It is within this context that we offer the House Administration Committee, including both the Democratic
and Republican sides, our recommendations and observations concerning HR 1719 concerning Internet
voter registration.

We welcome the opportunity to continue to modernize eclections. In fact, it has been state and local
governments that, without federal legislation, have created most of the innovative and unique solutions that
have become commonplace in elections. That is true too of use of the Internet for voter information, for
serving overseas voters, for locating polling places and for Internet voter registration.

Background:

Following on the lead of Arizona as the first state to offer on-line registration, Washington state and other
states (now totaling six states) currently offer Internet registration and the concept is rapidly expanding to
others already in the process of developing their own programs.
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As an elections community we welcome changes that better serve voters and which can be administered
fairly without partisan impact that favors one party over another. Internet voter registration can be a useful
process to continue to improve open access to the democratic process in America .

However, on-line registration must be recognized as only an additional option available to voters. While it
will appeal to many voters, we still live in a age when the “digital divide” is still a reality: some segments of
society have far more access to computers than others and one of our concerns is that government not place
primary emphasis on one method of registration to the detriment of all other methods. We are still
developing the capability of Internet voter registration and what does — and does not — work well for
voters. Our learning curve on just how it impacts the availability of access to voting is still developing. We
are likely to continue to discover how to improve access to all segments of society rather than those initially
who have the education, the means, or the technology that allows greater participation.

Recommendations for the bill as presented:

Our first set of recommendations is to say we completely agree with the comments of Washington Secretary
of State Sam Reed in his letter to the Committee on September 10, 2009: [For content of what was provided
by Secretary Reed, see Letter on HR1719 website.]

While we cannot at this time say whether we support or oppose the legislation, we especially agree with the
concerns sited by Secretary Reed on each of the bulleted points.

1n addition to Secretary Reed’s comments above regarding cancellation of invalid registrations, voter
registration numbers largely determine resource allocations. If voters are not removed when they are no
longer resident within a jurisdiction, resources (and costs) for such items as mailings, poll workers, voting
equipment and ballots become greatly increased.

Many states require minimum resources, e.g., voting machines or ballots, be available based on “eligible”
voters. This includes both “active” and “inactive” voters. With the effective repeal, contained in HR 1719,
of the NVRA list maintenance provisions, the “inactive” voters will grow to exceed the “active” voters.
As election professionals we clearly know that voting is not only about conducting fair and impartial
elections, it is also about the “perception of faimess” in elections. If voters perceive that our processes
result in more voters on the rolls than the voting age population, then there is little faith that the process
protects from the abuse of those who may be inclined to manipulate the election for personal or partisan
gain. Please do not ask us to administer a process that is inaccurate by design.



44

Safeguards Necessary: We cannot overstate the importance of continuing the processes passed by bi-
partisan efforts of both the NVRA and HAVA. List maintenance is a necessary process that is important to
the future of American democracy because it assures Americans that we pay attention to the details of voter
rolls and continued eligibility of voters. We recommend this bill reaffirm the long history of appropriate list
maintenance as provided under NVRA.

When HAVA was passed, it was passed with overwhelming bi-partisan support for its provisions of what is
necessary for states and local governments to assure voters of their eligibility. This bill needs to reaffirm
that Internet registration must be in accordance with the provisions established in HAVA to provide either a
drivers license (DL) number OR the last four digits of a Social Security number (and in rare instances,
establish another unique identifier if neither DL or state ID card is not available). The reason states that
have enacted on-line registration mandate a driver license number is that it is essential to the administration
of elections that election officials have a signature on file for each voter. Without a signature, voters will be
unable to vote by mail or vote early in many states. Signature comparison is still used to verify authenticity
of an application for an absentee ballot and the returned absentee ballot.

These provisions are both important and necessary to maintaining a sound voter registration process that
protects the integrity of elections in this country. Beyond those concerns, it is expensive to maintain out of
date lists, to mail to voters who are not there (because they have moved one or more times between
elections), to create and mail sample ballots to ineligible voters or voters no longer living at the given
address.

Cost IS Important: Make no mistake about it, cost is important in this economic climate where employees
at state and local levels are being place on unpaid furlough or are being laid off because local governments
don’t have enough tax revenues to even pay salaries, let alone administrative costs of new legislative
mandates. Congress and state legislatures cannot ignore engoing costs related to legislative change. The
lack of appropriate controls within the legislation means that local governments will be faced with growing
voter rolls. As we mentioned above, the allocation of resources, voting equipment, poll workers, sample
ballots, and a host of other preparations is dependent on accuracy of voting rolls.

Supplanting email for postal mail carries adverse cost and policy implications. Currently, according to the
US Postal Service, 25 to 30 percent of postal recipients are changing addresses in any given year. Email
addresses are not more stable than physical addresses, they are changing more rapidly. Additionally, the
only email address for many people is their work email. If election officials bombard the email addresses
of all the voters with voter registration information and/or “official” elections notices, they will. by
necessity of the volume of returned emails, have to hire full time staff to correct email addresses on a
continuous basis. With postal addresses, the US Postal Service greatly assists in updating of addresses but
with email the entire burden of address updating is left with election officials. And this presumes that there
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is even a capability of finding or correcting email addresses beyond what the voter may willingly provide;
since there is no known single source of such data, it becomes difficult to even comply .-

Additionally, when postal mail addressed to a voter is returned as undeliverable-election officials have
instant notice that follow-up is necessary to determine if the voter still resides at that location. A change in
email address does not evidence a change in residence by a voter. With email addresses, we may or may
not know if the email was “delivered”. If it is eliminated through an Independent Service Provider as Spam,
we may not know it was not delivered; if it is eliminated by the recipients’ spam filters, we won’t know if it
was received. The sending servers utilized by local governments to relay email r ges sent o the d
or hundreds of thousands (or millions) of voters will also treat mass email as spam and may not alert
election officials that all or most of it was blocked.

Qur recommendations:

o Do not require the collection of email addresses; leave it to the option of voters to provide if they
choose. State and local government can choose to do so without Federal legislation.

« Further, do not permit delivery of official confirmation notices by email.

» Finally, only permit email delivery of “voter information™ as an option for the voter with appropriate
notifications to the voter that it may mean missing important election information. We believe firmly
that Postal mail, websites with voter information, news media notifications and more traditional
methods of voter notification are still valid. We welcome the opportunity to engage newer
technologies such as email and Internet but they are not yet as good as they will need to be in order
to assure good service to voters. By providing it as an option to the voter for “voter information”
only, we can continue to work through the issues related to electronic notifications.

« Email confirmation of residence is virtually impossible: an important safeguard vital to the integrity
of elections would be lost.

o Specify that address “verification” and “confirmation” notices continue to be sent by regular mail.
Verification by mail of voter residence cannot be conducted by email.

Qur reasons:

?  This raises numerous difficulties:

o The same information may not be provided to voters without recorded email addresses
creating an “equal protection” problem. There remain significant socio-economic disparities
in access to email. :

o Some states send such election information by mail immediately ‘prior to each election.
Others simply provide this type of information as part of each voter’s “voter information™ or
“yoter verification” mailing when they register or make a change to their registration. Would
states which have elected to mail such information only when it changes now be required to
send repeated mailings for each election?

o Based on our experience with similar systems, many voters would not receive these notices
due to spam filter blockages of which they may or may not be aware.

0 Available data indicates that less than 1% of voters voting at their polls on election day in
2008 went to the wrong polling place. Vote by mail, early voting, provisional voting and
voting centers have also greatly reduced the reliance on “correct polling place.”

o Most states now provide electronic access to this information via their websites. A number
of states are experimenting with such electronic transmission with mixed results.

o Informing voters of the availability of their registration and election information via a link to a state or Jocal
website is recommended as a better alternative than providing voter specific content in an email. This
provides greater security and privacy protections and would better facilitate electronic update, by voters, of
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outdated information. State and local election officials have invested substantial time and resource into the
development and marketing of these voter information websites. Tens of millions of hits to these websites
were recorded in 2008 indicating that voters are aware of their existence and are using them.

Cutoff dates: We are greatly concerned about the limitation of 15 days for voter registration cutoff.
Regardless of how well-intentioned this policy may be, it hinders ability to administer the election. Despite
the belief of some that 15 days is adequate, it is a disservice to elections. It places an undue burden on
resources to process voter registrations within that time frame. Not only do all the registrations have to be
processed during that time but there has to be enough time to allow the election officials time to mail
confirmation notices to the address list on the voter registration application to assure that the voter’s address
is correct and that there is an actual eligible voter at that location. Mailing a voter registration card to the
voter is one important step in the checks and balances built into the elections process to assure that we have
the correct information and that we establish voter eligibility. We need time to process the applications,
then to send the confirmation notice to the address listed by the voter, and the transit time for any returned
information. As it was necessary in UOCAVA legislation to provide transit time for ballots and ballot
applications, it is also necessary to allow transit time to process voter registrations. In major urban areas,
the processing of voters to get them on the rolls can take the 15 days leaving little or no time to allow transit
time to assure eligibility prior to an election.

Qur_recommendation: We recommend the legislation leave the cutoff date for registrations to the
individual states themselves where they can best determine the amount of time necessary fo meet
administrative needs and for determination of eligibility.

We further recommend for First time voters:

We recommend that the bill specify that voters who are registering by email for the first time within a
jurisdiction must meet the individual state’s requirements for postal mail registration as compliance with
HAVA in the state’s processes.

Privacy For Email Addresses:

We recommend that “electronic mail addresses” referred to in Sec. 4, be excluded from public records —
and that they be exempted from FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) requests. Email addresses and their
use should be under the control of, and at the option of, the voter; failure to do so may lead to further
deterioration of voter participation.

Discussion:

As in the case of email addresses for UOCAVA voters, such addresses should be protected from public
disclosure for both security purposes and to encourage the use, by the public, of electronic transmission of
election information. People are extremely sensitive to abuse of their email addresses, even more so than
their telephone numbers, and will readily apply spam filters to unauthorized sources of email as well as
voice their complaints, loud and long, to both election officials and elected officials.
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Clarifications Sought:

? Sec. 3 (6)(A) requires election officials to allow on-line updates through the official public
website of the election official..."as well as at any location at which under State law the voter may
update the information in person.”

Does this anticipate computer stations in all public registration locations to permit walk-ins to update
their registration records on-line? If so, substantial resources would be required to meet such a
requirement. We would recommend ending the sentence following “at any time.” This will require
public computer terminals in all social service office, all DMV offices, all designated voter
registration offices, all election official office etc.

Sec. 5 states that “the State shall consider an applicant to have provided a ‘valid voter registration
Jorm' if the applicant has provided the appropriate State or local election official with all of the information
necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in elections for Federal office in the State or
local jurisdiction involved.”’

o Is this intended to leave in place or supplant State established eligibility requirements?

o What, in addition to the “information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible
to vote in elections for Federal office” is envisioned here as being applied by states to deny
registrations?

Further, by implication, this appears to suggest that a voter would not be required to use any type of official
voter registration form or Web site in order to register to vote. This, in turn, would result in the
proliferation of alternate on-line sites and forms that a voter could use to submit the information needed to
register to vote. There would be nothing to prevent political parties, candidates, special interest groups and

commercial concerns from establishing such forms and sites. Without conforming state legislation, a “two-
tiered” registration system would result: one for federal elections and one for all other types of elections.

Phyllis Booze, CERA, VREO
Registrar, Botetourt County
P.O. Box 62

Fincastle, VA 24090

540-473-8235 p 540-473-8330 f



48

Schalestock, Peter

From: Marcus, Julie [jmarcus@votepinelias.com}

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 11:28 AM

To: Hicks, Thomas; Schalestock, Peter

Cce: David Stafford; dlewis@electioncenter.org

Subject: HR 1719 - Comments from Pineilas County SOE, Fiorida

This email was sent on behalf of Deborah Clark, Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections

The Honorable Members of the House Administration Committee
The Honorable Bill Young

The Honorable Gus Bilirakis

The Honorable Kathy Castor

Senator George LeMieux

Senator Bill Nelson

The Honorable David Stafford

Mr. Tom Hicks

Mr. Peter Schalestock

Mr. Doug Lewis

We STRONGLY SUPPORT the comments made by Secretary Reed and the Legislative Committee of the Election
Center. In addition to their comments, we would like to share our concerns regarding security and costs.

“Use of internet by Registered Voters to Update Information” {Page 4, Line 23)~ needs to address the assurance that
the person completing the application is indeed the actual person. May need to issue unique identifiers to registered
voters to aliow them to update information via our Web site. This ties in with Internet Registration” {Page 2, Line 7)
applicants would need to establish emait addresses, passwords, and challenge phrases prior to being able to register on
line. This way we are verifying identity in advance to registering and/or updating any information. “Prevention of
Unauthorized Revisions and Fraud” (Page 5, Line 20} — The only way to prevent unauthorized use is to implement
challenge phrases and passwords.

“Online Assistance” (Page 2, Line 16) — We believe there needs to be clarification of what “online assistance” means.
For example, some may consider this to be some sort of online dialog {texting) with an elections employee (this idea
may be costly for some jurisdictions).

As we are all very aware, all levels of government are struggling with providing basic services to their constituents
while making massive budget cuts and reducing the workforce responsible for rendering those services. A major
concern with this legisiation is the resources that will be required of jurisdictions to implement such a massive
restructuring of the voter registration process.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

1/Deborah Clark

Deborah Clark

Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections, Florida
{727) 464-4987

dclark@votepinelias.com
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From: Election Center: National Association of Election Officials [maiitoidiewis@electioncenter.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2009 2:28 PM

To: David Stafford

Subject: US House Committee to At on Legisiation

Bill on Intemet Voter Registration -
pond Quiokly
Volama 6 - 2008 October 20, 2009

National Association of Election Officials

The Election Center

s this week affecting slections. Make sure to read alf the
way through this email so you can see each of the three bills mentioned, Be sure to read the recommendations that we made
to both the Democrats and the Republicans for improving the internet Voter Registration bill. Let us hear from you if you see
something we missed or if you feel differently from what the Elections Commilttes of the Flection Center offered or if you fully
suppert one or more of the vi in 'S in the fons,

The US House Administration Committee is ikely to lake action on bi

Administration Committee - Express your views quickly
By Doug Lewis , Executive Director

Members:

"Modernivi
at 1:00PM.

the Elect
fe witnesses for th

g heduded to Wednesday, October 21, 2609,
T

i be:

Doug Chapin
Director, Election nitiathves
Paw center on the States

Kk
Assistant Director of Elections
Washington State Secretery of State’s OFf
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Elaine Manlove
State Election Commissioner, Delaware

Todd Rokita
Secretary of State, Indiana

Once again, we owe deep gratitude to the Legislative Committee of the Election Center and special
thanks to both George Gilbert, Director of Elections for Guilford County, NC, who serves as the
Legislative Committee Co-chair, and to Christopher Thomas, Director of Elections for State of
Michigan, for many, many hours of work on developing a set of recommendations to

improving HR1719. Their efforts to distill the viewpoints of all those who contributed to the
analysis of the bill and then to take those and fashion them into guidance for the House staff and
members is to be commended. The document, as you will see here, is intended to show not only
what needs to be changed, but "why" as well as containing discussion items for the policy makers to
consider.

Reaction to HR1719 - Internet Voter Registration

As the National Association of Election Officials, we specialize in voter registration and election
administration issues. Our members are the election professionals within local governments at both
the city and county level as well as states. We are a non-partisan, nonprofit organization

Our role is to improve the administration of elections for all voters throughout the nation and to
assure that the elections process is fair to all voters regardless of political point of view and
regardless of political party.

It is within this context that we offer the House Administration Committee, including both the
Democratic and Republican sides, our recommendations and observations concerning HR 1719
concerning Internet voter registration.

We welcome the opportunity to continue to modernize elections. In fact, it has been state and local
governments that, without federal legislation, have created most of the innovative and unique
solutions that have become commonplace in elections. That is true too of use of the Internet for
voter information, for serving overseas voters, for locating polling places and for Internet voter
registration.

Background:

Following on the lead of Arizona as the first state to offer on-line registration, Washington state and
other states (now totaling six states) currently offer Internet registration and the concept is rapidly
expanding to others already in the process of developing their own programs.

As an elections community we welcome changes that better serve voters and which can be
administered fairly without partisan impact that favors one party over another. Internet voter
registration can be a useful process to continue to improve open access to the democratic process in
America .

However, on-line registration must be recognized as only an additional option available to voters.
While it will appeal to many voters, we still live in a age when the "digital divide" is still a reality:
some segments of society have far more access to computers than others and one of our concerns is

3



51

that government not place primary emphasis on one method of registration to the detriment of all
other methods. We are still developing the capability of Internet voter registration and what does -
and does not - work well for voters. Our learning curve on just how it impacts the availability of
access to voting is still developing. We are likely to continue to discover how to improve access to
all segments of society rather than those initially who have the education, the means, or the
technology that allows greater participation.

Recommendations for the bill as presented:

Our first set of recommendations is to say we completely agree with the comments of Washington
Secretary of State Sam Reed in his letter to the Committee on September 10, 2009: [For content of
what was provided by Secretary Reed, see Letter on HR1719 website.]

While we cannot at this time say whether we support or oppose the legislation, we especially agree
with the concerns sited by Secretary Reed on each of the bulleted points.

In addition to Secretary Reed's comments above regarding cancellation of invalid registrations,
voter registration numbers largely determine resource allocations. If voters are not removed when
they are no longer resident within a jurisdiction, resources (and costs) for such items as mailings,
poll workers, voting equipment and ballots become greatly increased.

Many states require minimum resources, e.g., voting machines or ballots, be available based on
"eligible" voters. This includes both "active" and "inactive" voters. With the effective repeal,
contained in HR 1719, of the NVRA list maintenance provisions, the "inactive” voters will grow to
exceed the "active" voters. As election professionals we clearly know that voting is not only about
conducting fair and impartial elections, it is also about the "perception of fairness” in elections. If
voters perceive that our processes result in more voters on the rolls than the voting age population,
then there is little faith that the process protects from the abuse of those who may be inclined to
manipulate the election for personal or partisan gain. Please do not ask us to administer a process
that is inaccurate by design.

Safeguards Necessary: We cannot overstate the importance of continuing the processes passed by
bi-partisan efforts of both the NVRA and HAVA. List maintenance is a necessary process that is
important to the future of American democracy because it assures Americans that we pay attention
to the details of voter rolls and continued eligibility of voters. We recommend this bill reaffirm the
long history of appropriate list maintenance as provided under NVRA.

When HAVA was passed, it was passed with overwhelming bi-partisan support for its provisions of
what is necessary for states and local governments to assure voters of their eligibility. This bill
needs to reaffirm that Internet registration must be in accordance with the provisions established in
HAVA to provide either a drivers license (DL) number OR the last four digits of a Social Security
number (and in rare instances, establish another unique identifier if neither DL or state ID card is
not available). The reason states that have enacted on-line registration mandate a driver license
number is that it is essential to the administration of elections that election officials have a signature
on file for each voter. Without a signature, voters will be unable to vote by mail or vote early in
many states. Signature comparison is still used to verify authenticity of an application for an
absentee ballot and the returned absentee ballot.

These provisions are both important and necessary to maintaining a sound voter registration process
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that protects the integrity of elections in this country. Beyond those concerns, it is expensive to
maintain out of date lists, to mail to voters who are not there (because they have moved one or more
times between elections), to create and mail sample ballots to ineligible voters or voters no longer
living at the given address.

Cost IS Important: Make no mistake about it, cost is important in this economic climate where
employees at state and local levels are being place on unpaid furlough or are being laid off because
local governments don't have enough tax revenues to even pay salaries, let alone administrative
costs of new legislative mandates. Congress and state legislatures cannot ignore ongoing costs
related to legislative change. The lack of appropriate controls within the legislation means that
local governments will be faced with growing voter rolls. As we mentioned above, the allocation of
resources, voting equipment, poll workers, sample baliots, and a host of other preparations is
dependent on accuracy of voting rolls.

Supplanting email for postal mail carries adverse cost and policy implications. Currently, according
to the US Postal Service, 25 to 30 percent of postal recipients are changing addresses in any given
year. Email addresses are not more stable than physical addresses, they are changing more rapidly.
Additionally, the only email address for many people is their work email. If election officials
bombard the email addresses of all the voters with voter registration information and/or "official”
elections notices, they will. by necessity of the volume of returned emails, have to hire full time
staff to correct email addresses on a continuous basis. With postal addresses, the US Postal Service
greatly assists in updating of addresses but with email the entire burden of address updating is left
with election officials. And this presumes that there is even a capability of finding or correcting
email addresses beyond what the voter may willingly provide; since there is no known single source
of such data, it becomes difficult to even comply.-

Additionally, when postal mail addressed to a voter is returned as undeliverable-election officials
have instant notice that follow-up is necessary to determine if the voter still resides at that location.
A change in email address does not evidence a change in residence by a voter. With email
addresses, we may or may not know if the email was "delivered”. If it is eliminated through an
Independent Service Provider as Spam, we may not know it was not delivered; if it is eliminated by
the recipients' spam filters, we won't know if it was received. The sending servers utilized by local
governments to relay email messages sent to thousands, or hundreds of thousands (or millions) of
voters will also treat mass email as spam and may not alert election officials that all or most of it
was blocked.

Qur recommendations:

» Do not require the collection of email addresses; leave it to the option of voters to provide if
they choose. State and local government can choose to do so without Federal legislation.

« Further, do not permit delivery of official confirmation notices by email.

« Finally, only permit email delivery of "voter information” as an option for the voter with
appropriate notifications to the voter that it may mean missing important election
information. We believe firmly that Postal mail, websites with voter information, news
media notifications and more traditional methods of voter notification are still valid. We
welcome the opportunity to engage newer technologies such as email and Internet but they
are not yet as good as they will need to be in order to assure good service to voters. By
providing it as an option to the voter for "voter information” only, we can continue to work

- through the issues related to electronic notifications.
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« Email confirmation of residence is virtually impossible: an important safeguard vital to the
integrity of elections would be lost.
s Specify that address "verification" and "confirmation" notices continue to be sent by regular
mail. Verification by mail of voter residence cannot be conducted by email.
Our reasons:
?  This raises numerous difficulties:

o The same information may not be provided to voters without recorded email
addresses creating an "equal protection" problem. There remain significant socio-
economic disparities in access to email.

o Some states send such election information by mail immediately prior to each
election. Others simply provide this type of information as part of each voter's "voter
information” or "voter verification" mailing when they register or make a change to
their registration. Would states which have elected to mail such information only
when it changes now be required to send repeated mailings for each election?

o Based on our experience with similar systems, many voters would not receive these
notices due to spam filter blockages of which they may or may not be aware.

o Available data indicates that less than 1% of voters voting at their polls on election
day in 2008 went to the wrong polling place. Vote by mail, early voting, provisional
voting and voting centers have also greatly reduced the reliance on "correct polling
place."

o Most states now provide electronic access to this information via their websites. A
number of states are experimenting with such electronic transmission with mixed
results.

o Informing voters of the availability of their registration and election information via
a link to a state or local website is recommended as a better alternative than
providing voter specific content in an email. This provides greater security and
privacy protections and would better facilitate electronic update, by voters, of
outdated information. State and local election officials have invested substantial
time and resource into the development and marketing of these voter information
websites. Tens of millions of hits to these websites were recorded in 2008 indicating
that voters are aware of their existence and are using them.

Cutoff dates: We are greatly concerned about the limitation of 15 days for voter registration cutoff.
Regardless of how well-intentioned this policy may be, it hinders ability to administer the election.
Despite the belief of some that 15 days is adequate, it is a disservice to elections. It places an undue
burden on resources to process voter registrations within that time frame. Not only do all the
registrations have to be processed during that time but there has to be enough time to allow the
election officials time to mail confirmation notices to the address list on the voter registration
application to assure that the voter's address is correct and that there is an actual eligible voter at that
location. Mailing a voter registration card to the voter is one important step in the checks and
balances built into the elections process to assure that we have the correct information and that we
establish voter eligibility. We need time to process the applications, then to send the confirmation
notice to the address listed by the voter, and the transit time for any returned information. As it was
necessary in UOCAVA legislation to provide transit time for ballots and ballot applications, it is
also necessary to allow transit time to process voter registrations. In major urban areas, the
processing of voters to get them on the rolls can take the 15 days leaving little or no time to allow
transit time to assure eligibility prior to an election.

Our recommendation: We recommend the legislation leave the cutoff date for registrations to the
individual states themselves where they can best determine the amount of time necessary to meet
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administrative needs and for determination of eligibility.

We further recommend for First time voters:

We recommend that the bill specify that voters who are registering by email for the first time within
. a jurisdiction must meet the individual state's requirements for postal mail registration as

compliance with HAVA in the state's processes.

Privacy For Email Addresses:

We recommend that "electronic mail addresses" referred to in Sec. 4, be excluded from public

records - and that they be exempted from FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) requests. Email

addresses and their use should be under the control of, and at the option of, the voter; failure to do

so may lead to further deterioration of voter participation.

Discussion:

As in the case of email addresses for UOCAVA voters, such addresses should be protected from
public disclosure for both security purposes and to encourage the use, by the public, of electronic
transmission of election information. People are extremely sensitive to abuse of their email
addresses, even more so than their telephone numbers, and will readily apply spam filters to
unauthorized sources of email as well as voice their complaints, loud and long, to both election
officials and elected officials.

Clarifications Sought:

? Sec. 3 (6)(A) requires election officials to allow on-line updates through the official
public website of the election official..."as well as at any location at which under State law
the voter may update the information in person.”

Does this anticipate computer stations in all public registration locations to permit walk-ins
to update their registration records on-line? If so, substantial resources would be required to
meet such a requirement. We would recommend ending the sentence following "at any
time." This will require public computer terminals in all social service office, all DMV
offices, all designated voter registration offices, all election official office etc.

‘7
Sec. 5 states that "the State shall consider an applicant to have provided a 'valid voter
registration form' if the applicant has provided the appropriate State or local election official with
all of the information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in elections for
Federal office in the State or local jurisdiction involved."”

o Is this intended to leave in place or supplant State established eligibility requirements?

o What, in addition to the “information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is
eligible to vote in elections for Federal office” is envisioned here as being applied by
states to deny registrations?

o Further, by implication, this appears to suggest that a voter would not be required to
use any type of official voter registration form or Web site in order to register to
vote. This, in turn, would result in the proliferation of alternate on-line sites and
forms that a voter could use to submit the information needed to register to vote.
There would be nothing to prevent political parties, candidates, special interest
groups and commercial concerns from establishing such forms and sites. Without

7



55

conforming state legislation, a "two-tiered" registration system would result: one for
federal elections and one for all other types of elections.

Other Bills to be Considered and Likely Passed by the House Administration
Committee:

H.R1729 the Student Voter Act introduced by Rep. Schakowsky(D-IL) would require colleges and
universities that receive federal funds to serve as NVRA agencies. Sen. Durbin (D-IL) has also
introduced a Senate companion bill §.1125 to this.

H.R.3489 introduced by Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr (D-IL). Beginning November 2010 (as proposed in
the bill), state and local election officials cannot accept challenges to an individuals eligibility to
register to vote or to vote based on foreclosure proceedings or residing in a jurisdiction that was hit
by a major disaster declared by the President.

Should you have comments or recommendations of your own for HR1719 or the other bills, please
respond to George Gilbert at GGILBER@co.guilford.nc.us and Christopher Thomas at
ChristopherT@michigan.goy and me at dlewis@electioncenter.org .

If you want to become a participant of the Legislative Committee of the National Association of
Election Officials {The Election Center), send your email to GGILBER@co.guilfored.nc.us and put
Join Legislative Committee in the subject line.

Copyright 2009

This message was sent from Election Center: National Association of Election Officials to ‘. S E
david_stafford@co.escambia.fl.us. It was sent from: Election Center, 12543 Westella #100, Houston, TX 77077. )Contact
You can modify/update your subscription via the link below. o

&‘Manage your subscription
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Schalestock, Peter

From: Paul Lux [plux@co.ckaloosa.fl.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 9:52 AM
To: Hicks, Thomas; Schalestock, Peter
Ce: jeff.miller@mail.house.gov

Subject: HR1718

Honorable Representatives,

As an 11-year veteran of the elections community | am writing to you today to voice my concerns over HR1719.

While we (the elections

community} as a group always support making things easier and more accessible for voters,

some of the provisions of this piece of proposed legislation bears closer scrutiny to how it would likely impact the

elections community on

NVRA and HAVA:

Online registration:

Registration Dates:

Confirmation Notices:

Online Access Barriers:

a nationwide level.

Both NVRA-and HAVA were bipartisan Acts. The provisions of these two important pieces of
legislation should not in any way be watered down by subsequent legislation. Specifically, list
maintenance activities are both important and necessary to maintain accurate voter rolls and
driver’s license/SSN verification is needed to help in the verification process of voter registrants.

Use of the internet to facilitate voter registration could be a positive step, but only if it is used as
an additional option, not a mandatory one. There are still too many citizens who do not have
computers. Also, no one is issuing driver’s licenses to people who don’t come to a DMV office.
Once one has a license, one can easily update information or renew online, something most
jurisdictions aiready offer voters who are already registered.

The biggest problem with online registration for new voters is the lack of a “wet-ink”
signature, or even a digitized signature. Without this important piece of registration
information, what will election offices use if these registrants need to vote absentee to compare
their signatures against to prevent voter fraud? Or will such registrants be required to vote in
person?

Mandating a 15-day book closing period seriously hinders our ability to effectively administer
the election. Voters should have some measure of personal accountability for their actions.
Measures to protect servicemen and their families who return from overseas after book closing
deadlines are already in place. Voters who reside in their jurisdiction have no excuse—NVRA
made access to registration forms cross almost every aspect of our day-to-day lives and with the
advent of downloadable forms from the web, no one really has an excuse for not being
registered if they choose to do so.

Without mailing confirmation notices to a physical address, how can addresses be verified?
What preserves the ideal of “one man-one vote” is that each voter is connected to a physical
address in his or her jurisdiction such that only one vote is permitted. Remove this requirement
and the potential for election fraud—fraud that would be virtually untraceable--would increase
exponentially.

I've already mentioned lack of access to a computer as one barrier to online access. Stop and
think about how many important e-mails that you receive each day that get caught by your own
spam filters. Also, in the past the US military e-mail servers have routinely blocked e-mail from
elections offices—even official notices required by law—as “partisan electioneering.”
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In closing, please remember that those powers not specifically enumerated in the Constitution to Congress or to the
Executive branch are granted to States. Where a serious problem exists, it is within the rights of the US government to
step in to be sure Federal elections are protected—but change for change’s sake should be avoided.

Thank you for vdur time, and please be sure keep these important factors in mind when you consider your position on
this issue.

Sincerely,

Paul Lux, CERA
Supervisor of Elections

‘¢ S E

Okaloosa County Supervisor of Elections

Election Headquarters (Crestview): 850.689.5600
Branch Office (Fort Walton Beach): 850.651.7272

Emait: plux@co.okaloosa.fl.us
Visit us online at www . GoVote-Okaloosa.com
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Schalestock, Peter

From: * \Wright, Don [don.wright@ncsbe.gov}
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 11:12 AM
To: Hicks, Thomas; Schalestock, Peter
Subject: HR 1719

Dear Mr, Hicks and Mr. Schalestock,

Section 4(3) of the proposed HR 1719 reads as follows below. Section 9 of the NVRA is 42 USC 1973gg-7. | see
no {b)(5) in that statute. Am | missing something, or is the draft bill off? | have doubled checked and cannot
seem to find (9)(b)(5).

Regardless, | read this as imposing on the states that they must produce an “electronic voting notice” to the
voters. Some states now send out such data prior to elections. MOST do not. If this is required, would not this
mean that the voters w/o e-mail will have to be contacted with this information as well in order to ensure
equal treatment of all voters? And the reality is in my state, North Carolina, in federal elections most voters
vote prior to election day. Such required mailings would not be effective in those states where voters have
options as to when to vote. HR 1719 touts itself as “modernizing” the voting process yet continues to hold
onto the concept of “election day only voting”.

This provision needs to be reviewed for most of the states whose state law does not require such notice.
Because a few states do this now, is not reason to mandate it to all states. The voter turnout numbers in the
states that currently give advance voting information (such as voter guides) does not show this information is
helpful. it is very costly for the states and local jurisdictions to produce and mail, and often is lost among the

massive political mail sent out by candidates in the same time frame.

Also the issue of voters w/o e-mail as to being provided this information needs to be addressed more clearly in
the bill. Provisions in a federal bili that provide benefits to one set of voters {those with e-mail} and none to
another set of voters {(w/o e-mail} are very unusual.

“(3) PROVISION OF OTHER INFORMATION BY ELECTRONIC MAIL.

~Iif an individual who is a registered voter has provided the State or local election

official with an electronic mail address for the purpose of receiving voter registration and voting information
(as described in section 9(b)(5) of the National Voter Registration Act of 1993}, the appropriate State or local
election official shall provide the individual with the following information through electronic mail not later
than 7 days before the date of the election involved:

“(A) The name and address of the polling place at which the individual is assigned to vote in the election.
“(B) The hours of operation for the polling place.

“{C) A description of any identification or other information the individual may be required to bring to the
polling place.”.

Don Wright
General Counsel
NC State Board of Elections
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Mr. HARPER. And, finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to also
submit for the record a USA Today article in which the Macomb
Republican County chairman named in the Michigan Messenger
blog post denies he ever intended to use foreclosure lists and de-
mands a retraction.

[The information follows:]
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Mich, Dems file suit against GOP in Ohio - USATODAY .com Page 1 of 2
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Mr. HARPER. I thank you.
[The statement of Mr. Harper follows:]
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Opening Statement [After Chairwoman Lofgren’s Remarks]

Thank you. Our committee was fortunate enough to
receive the input of a number of state election officials for
today’s hearing. The resounding sentiment from these officials
was great concern about the provisions of H.R. 1719.

The administration of elections is not a “one size fits all”
proposition. States need flexibility in order to best serve the
citizens of their states while still maintaining fhe highest level of
integrity for our elections. Moreover, our election system is
better served if Secretaries of State and local elections officials
are actively engaged as participants in the drafting of legislation.

Unfortunately, state and local administrators apparently
were not consulted when this bill was being drafted. It seems
that this committee, and this Congress, are creeping ever closer
to the complete federalization of elections, a trend that | find
highly disturbing.
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As I've consulted with State Election Administrators on the
pending legislation, there has been a nearly unanimous outcry
concerning some key portions of the H.R. 1719. Central among
these concerns has been that the legislation not only doesn’t
require new online registration systems to include a tie to a
current state motor vehicle database, but also requires states
currently utilizing motor vehicle databases to stop using this
important tool for voter identification. As one election official
stated in a letter to the committee, the absence of a validating
database renders online voter registration “a method to flood the
system with registrations for non-existent people” and such a
structure would “embolden those who would perpetuate voter
registration fraud on a new level”.

Officials have also expressed grave concerns over H.R.
1719’s prohibition against cancelling outdated registrations. The
bill would prohibit States from deleting certain individuals from
the registration rolls, regardless of the length of time since they
last voted or had contact with an elections office. Even in the
face of overwhelming evidence that the voter should no longer
be registered, H.R. 1719 requires election officials to keep
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voters on the rolls in perpetuity. This will undoubtedly lead to
inaccurate voter rolls and overinflated numbers of registered
voters, requiring election officials to purchase additional
supplies and equipment for ineligible voters and increasing the
risk of fraud.

Another common concern expressed by states is the
unworkability of shortening of the registration timeline to 15
days. The deadline for registration varies from state to state, but
the overwhelming majority of states share a timeline longer than
15 days. After registration ends, election officials are tasked with
accurately reviewing applications, entering new voters, verifying
registrants’ eligibility to vote, reviewing the voter list for
accuracy, and preparing for the upcoming election. Limiting the
voter registration deadline to fifteen days before an election
does not allow election officials the time they need to
accomplish these much needed tasks.

As I've talked with election officials, I've been continually
impressed by their professionalism and their commitment to

providing a fair and accurate administration of elections. | hope
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that this committee takes their criticisms to heart when
examining this bill.

Thank you, and | reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Without objection, those letters and statements
will be made part of the record.

The Chair will recognize Mrs. Davis for an opening statement.

You waive opening?

I would like to introduce the witnesses, and we may have time
to start getting into the testimony.

We will make your full written statements part of the record. We
will also limit your testimony to 5 minutes. The machine on the
table in front of you will turn green when you begin. When it turns
yellow, you have 1 minute left; and when it turns red, and people
are always surprised how quickly that time comes, you will have
spoken for 5 minutes. I may give you a couple of seconds, but I will
then cut you off in order to get to questions, given today’s schedule.
Because, as I've said, most of us have already read your state-
ments; but we would like for you to elaborate and respond to some
of our questions.

This is not in the particular order in which the witnesses will be
testifying. However, Elaine Manlove has been Commissioner of
Elections for the State of Delaware since 2007, having served pre-
viously as Administrative Director of the Department of Elections
for New Castle County, Delaware. As Commissioner, Ms. Manlove
has overseen the implementation of Delaware’s electronic signature
project which allows voters to transmit the registration information
in real time from the Division of Motor Vehicles to each county’s
Department of Election.

We will have Todd Rokita, who was elected Secretary of State of
Indiana in 2002, in which position he has also served as President
of the National Association of Secretaries of State, as well as a
member of the executive board of the Election Assistance Commis-
sion Standards Board. As Indiana’s chief election official over the
past 7 years, Mr. Rokita has modernized Indiana’s election system
with the adoption of vote centers and Internet voter registration.

Katie Blinn has served as the Assistant Director of Elections for
the Washington State Secretary of State’s office since January,
2005, in which position she is responsible for election policy for the
State of Washington. Prior to joining the Secretary of State’s office,
Ms. Blinn was a nonpartisan counsel in the State legislature, staff-
ing the house committee in charge of elections, campaign finance,
public records, and many other issues.

Since January, Doug Chapin has served as Director of Election
Initiatives for the Pew Charitable Trust Center on the States,
which has been a nationally recognized voice in election adminis-
tration policy since 2001. Prior to his work with the Pew Center
for the States, Mr. Chapin was a lawyer in private practice in
Washington, D.C., as well as elections counsel to the United States
Senate Committee on Rules and Administration.

I welcome you one and all.
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STATEMENTS OF THE HONORABLE TODD ROKITA, INDIANA
SECRETARY OF STATE; THE HONORABLE ELAINE MANLOVE,
COMMISSIONER OF ELECTIONS FOR THE STATE OF DELA-
WARE; KATIE BLINN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS
FOR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON; AND DOUG CHAPIN, DI-
RECTOR OF ELECTION INITIATIVES, PEW CENTER ON THE
STATES

Mr. GONZALEZ. We will proceed with Mr. Rokita.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE TODD ROKITA

Mr. ROKITA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. Thank you for your time and interest today.

Today, I come as Indiana’s Secretary of State and in that capac-
ity only. But as past President of the national association, let me
first say I don’t know of a Secretary of State who is not interested
in leveraging technology to the most responsible way possible so
that we can have the most accessibility we can in the election proc-
ess in the 21st century world.

In that sentence, I said two words that are important to me. I
said “accessibility” and “responsibility.”

If you are going to have a process that people believe in, you
have to have both in proper balance. Because if you don’t, if it is
all about accessibility with no requisite security, i.e., responsibility,
or if it is the other way, so hard that people can’t access the polls,
then you don’t have a process that people believe in. When that
happens, turnout goes down and people don’t invest in the process.
And when that happens, we lose the Republic, ultimately.

And so my comments, and every day when I get up as Secretary
of State, as Indiana’s chief election officer, I focus on that proper
balance.

Having said that, we have been able to leverage technology in
very smart ways so that we can have that accessibility at a polling
place, or not, like a vote center, but also keep that all-important
security so that people still come and invest in the process.

For example, I said vote centers is one way to do that. We have
photo ID in Indiana. We also have in place now a law that was
passed unanimously by two divided chambers in our State legisla-
ture.

It seems like he is okay. That knocked out the 5-minute clock,
so I will be going on for awhile. Thank you, sir.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Now does that young man work for you?

Mr. RokiTA. He does now. Oh, the clock is back.

Online registration, the plan in Indiana passed unanimously. In
Indiana, we have divided houses, but the reason it passed unani-
mously I would say is because we have the security measures in
place. We are going to tie it to the Bureau of Motor Vehicles, which
has all of the requisite information and is the only database in the
State that has the information so we can conduct online voter reg-
istration and online voter registration updating in a responsible
manner. Of course, we also have photo ID. I don’t think we would
have gotten that bipartisan vote without those two measures.

Again, I applaud your interest in this. I think technology does
have a very real place but not in the form that the bill takes on.
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Another issue, in addition to online voter registration, would be
voter list maintenance. It is not clear in the bill; and if it wasn’t
the intent of the bill, I would respectfully ask that it be made clear
that we are still at least allowed in the State of Indiana and every-
where else to remove voters or at least mail voters who haven’t
voted in the last two Federal elections so that if they in fact passed
away, if they in fact left the jurisdiction, they can be removed. By
a reasonable reading of the legislation as written, it is not clear
that we can do that any more.

Of course, the two-cycle voting rule I just talked about is a prod-
uct of the NVRA which put enormous restrictions on the ability to
clean our rolls to begin with. At least let us operate under the
standards of the NVRA.

Requirements to allow applicants to register, it is not clear from
the bill if the language allows us to verify the information that a
voter registration applicant would put forward. That would be a
huge problem in Indiana and, I would suggest, anywhere else. We
have to have the ability to verify using technology the data put
forth by an applicant. If we can’t do that, we get more Mickey
Mouses registering to vote. We get more overzealous and downright
criminal third-party organizations going through the phone book
and registering names to vote who may not be real persons at all.

Also, the idea that anyone who submits data use what seems to
be any form, or no form, for that matter, a cocktail napkin, that
has to be curtailed as well. I don’t propose the use of forms to be
bureaucratic, but when you are talking about processing thousands
and thousands and thousands of forms, it is imperative that when
we train people, they look in certain spots for certain information.
Turning that information in on any piece of paper whatsoever, or
on any Web site whatsoever, in whatever form will greatly hinder
the ability to get the registrations processed and create fraud.

Thank you very much.

[The statement of Mr. Rokita follows:]
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SECRETARY OF STATE _ !
STATE OF INDIANA

‘fodd Rokita
Secretary of State

1 strongly support leveraging existing and newer technologies to improve services offered by
government to its citizens. In my seven years as Indiana Secretary of State, my office has
implemented several processes that incorporate technology with traditional duties. These
changes have helped save Hoosier taxpayers, businesses, and voters their time, effort, and
money.

As Indiana’s Chief Election Official, I also have supported innovations in technology to
improve the election process for the purpose of achieving greater accessibility, accuracy, and
security. For example, my office has also developed, implemented, and manages the state’s
Statewide Voter Registration System. In spite of tight deadlines and scarce resources,
Indiana implemented its system on time and on budget with overwhelming support and
satisfaction by the user community. There are several states still attempting to achieve the
level of success we have had in Indiana on their second or third endeavor. Indiana has also
successfully experimented with the Vote Centers model, leveraging technology to introduce
electronic poll books into the Vote Centers pilot counties which helped protect against
efforts at voter fraud. Indiana counties also used technology and our relationship with the
Federal Voting Assistance Program to provide UOCA VA voters with the ability to receive
and return election materials electronically. Finally, during the last session of the Indiana
General Assembly, Indiana lawmakers passed an initiative I sought to permit Hoosiers to
register to vote or change their voter registration information on-line. The bi-partisan
legislation had overwhelming support and will be available to Indiana citizens beginning
July 1, 2010.

1 write all of them to make the point that we have embraced technology as a way for
government to serve people in a 21% century manner, but that such success is wholly
dependent on detailed planning before implementation and then using the technology wisely
and responsibly. More importantly, these experiences show that I have the knowledge and
background to address concerns that I and many of my colleagues have with the current
version of H.R. 1719.

Successful advancement in election processes is absolutely dependent on a balance
between accessibility and responsibility (security). If both are not in correct balance,
then there won’t exist a process in which people will feel confident. And, once
confidence is broken and citizens no longer believe in the process, the validity of this
free Republic is that much more degraded.

The Statehouse, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, Fax (317) 233-3283
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SECRETARY OF STATE 2
STATE OF INDIANA
Todd Kokita
Secretary of State
Online Voter Registration

As mentioned above, Indiana is in the process of developing an online voter registration
application. This tool is expected to improve the efficiency of the voter registration process
for Indiana’s local election officials, and increase access to the registration process for
voters. While offering this innovative solution, Indiana’s lawmakers of both parties (the
Republican-controlled Senate passed the bill 48 to 0, and the Democratic-controlled House
passed the bill 97 to 0) also realized the need to be vigilant in protecting the franchise of
Hoosier voters. It is extremely important that as we move forward with technological
advances in election administration, we also must build in safeguards against those who
would attempt to take advantage of these systems by violating election laws.

Indiana has done so by requiring photo ID for those voting in person to prove their identity.
To confirm an applicant’s identity, Indiana has also required those who will use the new
online voter registration application to have an Indiana-issued driver’s license or photo
identification card. Immediate confirmation of a voter registration applicant’s status will be
established by an interface with the records of the state’s Bureau of Motor Vehicles, which
includes an electronic signature from the holder of the driver’s license or identification card.
This step is essential to protect the integrity of the election process. H.R. 1719 does not
currently include this requirement.

It is imperative that states use a Bureau of Motor Vehicle’s type of database to verify
registration information as another safeguard. Not all government agency databases collect
all of the information necessary for a voter registration application to be complete. In fact,a
recent study by Demos, self described as “a non-partisan public policy research and
advocacy organization”, concluded that many social service agencies unfortunately lack this
information.

Voter List Maintenance

"Indiana also protects the integrity of the election process through various voter list
maintenance activities. Since the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA),
Indiana’s population has increased by roughly 830,000 people. During that same period, the
number of names on our voter rolls has increased by 1,540,000 records.

NVRA imposes severe restrictions on keeping voter lists accurate. Indiana’s increase in the
number of voter registration records (which does not necessarily translate as “new voters”),

The Statehouse, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, Fax (317) 233-3283
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in conjunction with the limits under NVRA in maintaining accurate voter lists, has
significantly increased the cost of conducting elections and the opportunity for individuals to
commit voter fraud.

In 2006, Indiana conducted a uniform, non-discriminatory statewide NVRA mailing to all
4.2 million registered voters. Over one million of these cards (which represented more than
20% of the entire state’s registration records) were returned as “undeliverable.” After
completing the follow-up mailing, over 500,000 existing registration records were canceled
or designated “inactive.” Under NVRA, these “inactive” records were eligible for
cancellation following the 2008 General Election, assuming that the voter did not vote or
appear to vote from that registration address.

This voter list clean-up effort cost the state over one million dollars to conduct, and took
more than two years to result in more accurate voter registration rolls. However, this voter
list maintenance will likely save counties thousands of dollars each election by eliminating
the need to prepare election materials to serve voters who are no longer there. HR. 1719 as
written does not clearly permit this voter list cleanup activity to continue.

Requirements to Allow Applicants to Register

During the 2008 Primary Election, several employees of the group Association of
Community Organizations for Reform Now, also known as ACORN, submitted several
hundred fraudulent voter registration applications in Indiana counties. This resulted in
county election administrators and several of my staff taking time away from election
preparation in order to identify and remove these bogus registrations . Local and federal
prosecutors have been provided with evidence of this fraud on Hoosier voters and we are
currently awaiting their action. Indiana law requires citizens who apply to register to vote to
provide certain information and for that information to be verified before the applicant can
be registered.

Section 5 of H.R. 1719 eliminates the state’s ability to verify an applicant is qualified to
register to vote. The bill states that if an applicant registers before the deadline and
“provides all the information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in
the election”, then the applicant shall be eligible to vote. If this provision is not eliminated,
fraudulent applications such as those submitted in the spring of 2008, would be added to the
voter rolls - permitting a fictitious “Jimmy John” or “Mickey Mouse” to vote.

Collecting E-mail Addresses

The Statehouse, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, Fax (317} 233-3283
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Indiana’s current voter registration application permits voters who wish to provide an e-mail
address to do so. This can be helpful for county election administrators if the applicant
submits an incomplete registration application. Indiana does not currently use the e-mail
addresses for any other purpose. After a voter registration application is processed, a
notification card is sent to the applicant. This begins a seven day pending period where if
the notification is not returned as “undeliverable” or “no such number”, etc. by the United
States Post Office — the application is valid and the voter is registered.

Section 4 of H.R. 1719 requires election officials to send voting information to applicants
who provide their e-mail address, by e-mail only. This will prevent election officials from
adhering to Indiana’s Constitution by ensuring voters are accurately registered by “living in
their precinct 30 days prior to the election”. This section also requires election officials to
send out notices to voters before each election. This provision does not treat every voter
equally and most states already have laws requiring the announcement of elections by loca!l
election administrators. Of course, an email address does not prove residency and neither
does the change of an email address — an actuality that happens much more frequently than
residence address change. Any communication from election administrators to voters by
email should be voluntary on the part of the voter as well as election administrator.

Registration Timeline

Indiana law requires that residents must live in their precinct for 30 days prior to any
election. Therefore, the ability to register to vote is cut off 29 days prior to any given
election. However, voters who are already registered and move within that 30 day window
may qualify for Indiana’s safeguard provision permitting them to vote at their old precinct
one final time. Again, applicants in Indiana are not immediately registered to vote when the
application is processed. There is a seven day pending period to confirm the registration
address is valid before the registration is considered “active”. Here, a waiting period is
necessary to ensure that the acknowledgment card (receipt) does not get returned to the
election office as “undeliverable” to the registrant, meaning there is a real possibility that the
address is not real. Finally, several of the larger counties must have poll books ready to print
two to three weeks in advance of Election Day. Of course, a prerequisite to an accurate and
complete poll book is to have the registration process complete.

Section 2 of H.R. 1719 mandates a voter registration deadline of no later than 15 days prior
to the election. This does not provide enough time for many of Indiana’s current processes

The Statehouse, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, Fax (317) 233-3283
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to take place.

Recommendations:

It is important to implement election reforms to improve voter rights; however, it is equally
important for local and state election administrators to have the tools to ensure elections are
conducted in a fair and accurate manner. 1 strongly urge you to improve H.R. 1719 by:
* Requiring signatures from existing databases, such as Indiana’s BMV database, for
on-line voter registration;
« Continuing to permit state and local government election officials to conduct voter
list maintenance activities;
e Removing the mandate that eliminates the state’s ability to verify an applicant is
qualified to register to vote;
¢ Removing the mandate to use e-mail as the means to contact voters and to inform
voters of election dates; and
e Remove the 15 day registration mandate.

While I applaud Congress’ efforts to improve the election process for voters, there needs to
be a balance between increased access and responsibility (again, here focusing on security).
H.R. 1719 certainly increases access to the voter registration process, but the legislation falls
short of providing the security necessary to ensure that voters’ franchises are protected.
Because of this H.R. 1719 as written, ultimately will do nothing more than decrease
participation because not everyone will have confidence in or trust the process that now
would threaten to disenfranchise them by letting their votes be diluted by those who will try
to cheat through the use of this easily cheatable reform.

The Statehouse, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531, Fax (317) 233-3283



Indiana Secretary of State Todd Rokita

Having received the highest number of votes among statewide office holders in his most
recent election, Munster native Todd Rokita is now serving his second term as Indiana’s
secretary of state.

As chief elections officer, Secretary Rokita has overseen Indiana elections with a
commitment to innovation and technological advancements ~ especially those designed
to help servicemen and women participate from overseas. He is a primary advocate for
the state’s photo ID law, as well as other progressive voting law reforms. And in
September of 2009, he launched “Rethinking Redistricting,” a campaign to bring change
to the redistricting process so it puts people before politics.

He has also been so effective in using technology and efficiency to streamline the
services of his office, that his current operating budget is less than that of the secretary of
state in 1987.

His efforts to combat investment and mortgage fraud have led to the convictions of
dozens of white collar criminals, over 300 years of jail time, and millions of dollars
returned to victims.

Secretary Rokita has served as president of the National Association of Secretaries of
State (NASS), in 2006 was one of 23 top young elected officials chosen for the Aspen-
Rodel Fellowship in Public Leadership, and has been invited to testify before Congress
and the legislative bodies of other states many times.

Among numerous professional awards and honors, Secretary Rokita has been named
Small Business Statesman of the Year by The National Federation of Independent
Business (NFIB) and the National Association of Woman Business Owners (NAWBO)-
Indianapolis honored him with the 2008 Choice Award.

Secretary Rokita is a member of the boards of directors for Saint Joseph’s College in
Rensselaer and the Saint Vincent Foundation in Indianapolis. He and his wife Kathy
welcomed their first child, Teddy, in February of 2008.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you very much.
At this time, Elaine Manlove.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ELAINE MANLOVE

Ms. MANLOVE. Good afternoon. Thank you for the opportunity to
offer some comments on H.R. 1719.

As you stated, I am Elaine Manlove. As Commissioner of the
State of Delaware, I am a State employee, as well as all of the elec-
tions officials in Delaware. But because I have been in the county
office as well as in the State, I believe I have a unique insight to
both sides.

Every State faces different challenges regarding the implementa-
tion of any State and Federal laws regarding voter registration.
Delaware offers its citizens numerous ways to become registered
voters: calling the office, visiting the office, registering through
DMV, online voter registration that we have in Delaware, and
third party.

What led Delaware to pursue an electronic signature option
began in 2000. If the Departments of Elections in our counties have
voters who they can determine have been to DMV but do not ap-
pear on voter registration rolls, the Department will inform the
court of that situation; and, generally, a court order is issued. The
fact that we have had anyone, much less an undetermined number,
fall between the cracks of the voter registration process, concerned
all of us. As we sought solutions, having all information electroni-
cally moved from DMV to elections in real time headed what be-
came the “Elections Wish List.”

As we began to look at innovative ways to use technology to im-
prove the way we work, we realized that while the long-term result
was certainly worthwhile, getting there seemed impossible. The re-
sources dedicated to technology in elections were consumed with
normal operations of elections.

Help America Vote Act funds allowed the Delaware elections
team to move forward to implement some of the technology im-
provements that we would have never been able to do otherwise.
Even with this funding, there were times when we had to focus on
the election at hand and improvements had to wait.

I read this bill with interest, since Delaware has had Internet
registration for several years. Our system captures the information.
However, we require that the voter print, sign, and mail in the ap-
plication. We are working toward a system that would capture the
voter’s signature from their driver’s license or State identification
card. While that project is in the future, it would be a by-product
of our electronic signature program.

As I am sure you are aware, all States as well as their county
offices are in different places regarding voter registration. With
that in mind, I would urge you to remember the following:

First is to provide reasonable time for implementation. This was
my reason for letting you know how long e-signature took in Dela-
ware. State and local governments vary widely on their election cy-
cles. Allowing ample time for any new process is key to making it
successful. H.R. 1719 does include an implementation deadline
more reasonable than those offered in other bills I have seen. But,
again, the security features that most election officials would like
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to have as part of this mandate may not be available at this point
in time.

Guarantee full funding for mandates. Many States no longer
have HAVA funding, and most States do not have the resources at
this time to fund any new initiatives.

Third, to continue to gather information from State and local
election officials, as I know you are doing. You are to be com-
mended for reaching out to those officials, and we encourage you
to continue this practice.

Last, to allow flexibility for States to implement. One size does
not fit all. States generally can meet the goal of the mandate with-
out having the identical process of another State.

I share the committee’s goal of ensuring that everyone who
wants to vote is registered and that voter registration is an easy
process. With that in mind, I have reviewed H.R. 1719 and offer
the following comments:

As I read this bill, the online voter registration process mirrors
what we do in Delaware. The main difference is you have to sign
and mail it in. As I said, we are trying to tie that to our e-signature
so you wouldn’t.

If we don’t receive that information, new registrants are required
to show identification at the polling place. Delaware voters receive
a polling place card when they register, when they change their ad-
dress, and when their polling place changes. Those notifications
allow us to clean our rolls. Then we know that they don’t live
where they say they live. Otherwise, we end up deploying more poll
workers, hiring more polling places, and buying more voting ma-
chines. So we do need to do the list maintenance on our lists.

I am concerned about e-mail notification because of spam
blockers. People’s e-mails are often tied to their employment; and
if they change jobs, the e-mail would often change.

I think what we do in Delaware is accessible for voters, but yet
we have security measures in place.

I would like to thank you for the time you have allowed me to
speak before the committee.

[The statement of Ms. Manlove follows:]
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United States House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Elections Hearing on
“Modernizing the Election Registration Process”

‘Wednesday, October 21, 2009
1:00 p.m.
1310 Longworth House Office Building

Testimony of Elaine Manlove, State Election Commissioner, Delaware

Good Afternoon. Thank you for the opportunity to offer some comments on HR 1719, the Voter
Registration Modernization Act of 2009 introduced by Rep. Zoe Lofgren.

1 am Elaine Manlove, State Election Commissioner of Delaware, and the Chief Election Official
for our state. While the Secretary of State is the Chief Election Official in many States, it is not
so in Delaware. Prior to becoming Commissioner over two years ago, I spent eight years as
Election Director in New Castle County, our largest county. In Delaware, all of the Elections
employees are state employees, but my time on both sides has given me a unique insight.

Every state faces different challenges regarding the implementation of state and federal laws
regarding voter registration. Delaware offers its citizens numerous ways to become registered
voters:

Calling any election office and beginning the process over the phone

Visiting any election office to register in person

Registering to vote when receiving drivers’ license services at DMV

Online voter registration

Third party registration

What led Delaware to pursue an electronic signature option began in 2000. If the Depts. of
Election in our counties have voters who they can determine have been to DMV, but do not
appear on the voter registration rolls, the Dept. will inform the court of that situation and
generally a court order is issued. The fact that we had anyone, much less an undetermined
number, fall between the cracks of the voter registration process concerned all of us. As we
sought solutions, having all information electronically moved from DMV to Elections in real
time headed what became the “Elections Wish List”.

As we began to look at innovative ways to use technology to improve the way we work, we
realized that while the long term result was certainly worthwhile, getting there seemed
impossible. The resources dedicated to technology in Elections were consumed with normal
operations of Elections. Help America Vote Act funds allowed the Delaware Elections team
move forward to implement some of the technology improvements that we would have never
have been able to do otherwise. Even with this funding, there were times when we had to focus
on the election at hand and improvements had to wait.
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When HAVA became effective, Delaware was ahead of the curve in most areas. Our voting
machines were electronic and easily retrofitted with a headset to allow visually impaired voters
to hear the ballot. After using the funding to meet all of the requirements of HAVA, we moved
into technology improvements to add efficiency and accuracy to all of our processes.

I read this bill with interest since Delaware has had internet registrations for several years. Our
system captures the information, however, we require that the voter print, sign and mail in the
application. We are working toward a system that would capture the voter’s signature from their
driver’s license or state identification card. While that project is in the future, it would be a by-
product of our electronic signature program.

Our electronic signature process has dramatically changed the way we do Elections business in
Delaware. Voters affirm their citizenship, choose their political party and sign on an electronic
pad that transfers that information along with the data collected by the DMV clerk to Elections in
real time. It is paperless, efficient, accurate and fast.

Delaware, along with most other states, is facing economic hardship. While the state will not be
able to balance the budget on the back of Elections, we have been able to eliminate five vacant
positions due to e-signature. We are working now to take this technology to Depts. of Labor and
Health and Human Services. In addition, we are in the process of scanning in any paper
applications that come to our offices, electronically linking the scanned copy of the paper with
the electronic record entered by our clerks.

The electronic signature project began to insure that we received every application from DMV.
The unintended consequences are that it saves money, saves time, and saves a lot of paper.

As 1 am sure you are aware, all states, as well as their county offices, are in different places
regarding voter registration. With that in mind, I would urge you to remember the following:

1. Provide reasonable time for implementation. This was my reason for letting you know
how long e-signature took in Delaware. State and local governments vary widely on their
election cycles. Allowing ample time for any new process is key to making it successful.
H.R. 1719 does include an implementation deadline more reasonable than those offered
in other bills, but again, the security features that most election officials would like to
have as part of this mandate may not be available as yet.

2. Guarantee full funding for mandates. Many states no longer have HAVA funding and
most states do not have the resources at this time to fund any new initiatives.

3. Continue to gather information from state and local officials. You and your staff are
to be commended for reaching out to state and local election officials. We encourage you
to continue this practice.

4. Alow flexibility for states to implement. One size does not always fit all. States
generally can meet the goal of the mandate without having the identical process of
another state.
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I share the committee’s goal of insuring that everyone who wants 1o vote is registered and that
voter registration is an easy process. With this in mind, [ have reviewed H.R. 1719 and offer the
following comments:

As T read this bill, the online voter registration process mirrors what we do in Delaware.
The main difference is that we collect a signature by having the voter print, sign and mail
in the application. With the application, they also send in some form of identification,
usually a copy of their drivers’ license or their state identification card. If we don’t
receive that information, new registrants are required to show identification at the polling
place. We do not require identification be provided on address changes.

Delaware voters receive a new polling place card when they register to vote, when they
change their address and when their polling place changes. These mail contacts provide
us information as to the accuracy of their physical address to insure that they are properly
districted.

The polling place cards also assist us in list maintenance. The number of voters on our
rolls dictates everything we do on Election Day from the number of polling places, poll
works and voting machines that are deployed.

If we do not maintain our voter registration lists, the percentages of those who vote on
elections day are inaccurate.

While we work to collect e-mail addresses, especially from our military and overseas
citizens, I have concerns about information sent by e-mail. Often we cannot read the e-
mail address. If an email address is incorrect, we would be forced to devote staff time to
correct the error.

Voters often use an e-mail address associated with their employment. If that changes, so
does the e-mail address.

There is the potential for spam filters to block e-mails sent by election offices.

Registered voters can update their registration and vote at their new polling place. In
Delaware, we have legislation pending that would allow voters to update their address
information and vote at either the new or old polling place.

While we are aware that we have voters on our rolls that should have been removed, we work
hard to insure that everyone who wants to be registered does appear on those rolls. There is no
perfect solution to improving voter registration; however, I know that all of us are committed to
that goal through the ever increasing use of technology.

I would like to thank Rep. Lofgren and the Committee for allowing me to testify before you
today. I appreciate your eagerness to hear testimony from a State Election Commissioner and I
know that my colleagues across the country would thank you as well.
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Elaine Manlove
State Election Commissioner
111 S. West Street
Dover, Delaware 19904
302.739.4277

Elaine Manlove has been Delaware’s Election Commissioner since 2007. For eight years before
that, she was Administrative Director of the Department of Elections for New Castle County.
Mrs. Manlove was also employed by New Castle County Government for a number of years.

In both Elections positions, Elaine has seen many changes from both sides of the election
process. She has overseen Delaware’s electronic signature project to allow voters to have their
registration information transmitted in read-time from the Division of Motor Vehicles to the
Departments of Election in each county. As Commissioner, she is responsible for the Help
America Vote Act funds.

Elaine is a graduate of The Election Center’s Certified Election Registration Administrator
(CERA) program and is member of national election organizations.

She is a native Delawarean, born and raised in the City of Wilmington in New Castle County and
currently residing at the Delaware shore in Sussex County.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you very much Ms. Manlove.
I think we still have 10 minutes, so we're going to get the testi-
mony in of Ms. Blinn.

STATEMENT OF KATIE BLINN

Ms. BLINN. Good afternoon, chairman and members of the com-
mittee. My name is Katie Blinn, and I am the Assistant Director
of Elections for the Secretary of State’s office in Washington State,
and I am here on behalf of Secretary of State Sam Reed. Thank
you for the opportunity to share Washington’s very positive experi-
ence with online registration.

We implemented online registration in January 2008, in the
midst of the Presidential primary season. In a nutshell, this pro-
gram allows someone with a Washington State driver’s license or
State ID card to come on our Web site, enter their information, in-
cluding their driver’s license number, and while they are in the
process of the application, our database links up with our licensing
database to make sure that information is correct.

If it is correct, then that applicant is allowed to proceed; and we
grab the digital signature from the Department of Licensing to be
used for voter registration purposes. The voter never has to print
anything out or actually mail anything in. It is completely online.

I don’t need to tell you that the public is already conducting a
fair amount of personal and professional business online, whether
banking, taxes, keeping up to date with friends and family, the
news, politics. Even filing briefs in court is now online. The public
expects these services, and that expectation is only going to in-
crease over the next 10 to 20 years. This was illustrated to us the
day that we launched this program.

One day in January of 2008, after obtaining authority from our
legislature and months of development, we quietly turned on the
program and put a link on our Web site with no press releases, no
promotional materials at all. Within minutes, the registrations
started to file in at 500 a day. After a couple of days making sure
that it all was working smoothly, we then promoted it, issued press
releases, and promoted it in the press. The rate tripled to 1,500 a
day in the next few days.

So the point is—and, like I said, this was in the midst of the
Presidential primaries, the same week that New Hampshire was
conducting its Presidential primary. So the topic on the news every
hour, every day was elections and voting.

But the point is that the public was coming to our Web site al-
ready expecting to be able to do this, and we were finally able to
provide that service. By the end of 2008, 158,000 people had reg-
istered to vote on our online program.

This program has also been very popular with election adminis-
trators because it reduces their workload. The information is com-
ing in electronically, so they don’t have to hire temporary workers,
especially in a big Presidential year, to enter that information from
a piece of paper onto a screen for a database.

It is also more accurate because eliminating that data entry
means that there is less chance of mistyping a person’s name, ad-
dress, date of birth, driver’s license information, or whatnot.
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I have provided to the committee a handout that we provided to
many States because we started to get inquiries from many States.
So I provided that to the committee as well. That has additional
information.

There are a few key elements that made our process a success.
One of them was that our authorizing legislation was free of de-
tailed requirements. That allowed us the flexibility when we devel-
oped the program and into the future to develop it with the tech-
nology that we had and in the future to be able to adapt to better
technology that will be available. And also to make the program
user friendly. Even after only a year and a half, we are going to
be implementing major revisions in the next few months to make
this program more user friendly and more accessible.

The system is only available on the Secretary of State’s Web site.
We certainly welcome voter registration drives from campaigns, po-
litical parties, advocacy groups, but we cannot rely on them to
maintain their Web sites once the big elections are over, and we
cannot grant them access to the Department of Licensing database
that we link up during this program.

And, finally, and this has been touched on before, we obtain the
voters’ signature from our Department of Licensing; and that is
critical to making sure that the information is accurate. And, actu-
ally, as Secretary of State Rokita mentioned, this is actually what
made it pass in our legislature, because it is a very controlled pro-
gram. The user cannot advance through the application if the infor-
mation that was provided is incorrect.

Speaking to the legislation, many of the issues that we have have
already been mentioned. We have provided a letter that Secretary
Reed provided to the committee about a month ago, and we have
also provided some screen shots just to give you an illustration of
what it is like, although we are going to be improving that pro-
gram. So we are happy to help the committee in any manner.

Thank you.

[The statement of Ms. Blinn follows:]
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Introduction

Good afternoon Chair and members of the Committee. My name is Katie Blinn and [ am the
Assistant Director of Elections for the State of Washington. I am here on behalf of Washington
Secretary of State Sam Reed. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss Washington’s positive
experience with online voter registration.

Background of Online Voter Registration

As directed by the federal Help America Vote Act, Washington deployed its statewide voter
registration database in January 2006, on time and on budget. Afier obtaining approval from our
Legislature, we deployed an online version of voter registration in January 2008 that has become
very popular with both voters and election administrators.

The applicants are providing the same information that has historically been provided on a piece
of paper, only they are instead providing it on a screen. Washington’s online program allows a
person with a Washington driver’s license or state ID card to register without having to print out
or mail in a form. It is entirely online. As part of the program, we confirm with our state
driver’s licensing agency (in most states called the DMV or the DOL) that that the name, date of
birth, and driver’s license number provided by the applicant are accurate. We then obtain a
digital image of the applicant’s signature from the licensing agency.

Popular with Voters

The public already conducts a significant amount of personal and professional business online.
For example:

s Banking

e Taxes

s Communicating with friends, family and colleagues

toft
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News, politics and sports

Purchases

Renewing a driver’s license or car tabs
Filing legal briefs in court

The public expects to be able to take care of their business online and that expectation is only
going to increase over the next 10-20 years.

How much the public already expects this service was illustrated the day we launched this
program. After months of development, one Monday morning in January 2008, we quietly
turned the online system on and added the icon to our website. Out of caution, we had not issued
any press releases or promotional material. But within minutes, the registrations filed inata
pace of 500 a day. Later in the week, we moved forward with a public affairs program and
promoted it, and the rate of online registrations fripled. Now keep in mind that this was right in
the middle of the media-heavy Presidential Primaries, the same week as the New Hampshire
Primary, but the point is that the public was already going to our website specifically looking for
this service. The public was ready to use it.

By the end of 2008, over 158,000 people had registered online.
Popular with Election Administrators

The online voter registration system has also been very popular with election administrators. It
has reduced their workload because the information comes in electronically. They don’t have to
spend so much time manually entering the information from paper forms. This also reduces the
risk of mistyping a voter’s name, address, date of birth, etc.

Once we began to receive inquiries from other states, we put together a handout that includes
additional information. 1 have provided this handout as part of your materials.

Key Elements of our Development
There are a few key elements that made our legislation and development a success.

1. Keeping the legislation free of detailed requirements atlowed us needed flexibility in
development. This flexibility will allow us to continue to innovate and improve the
program, both to take advantage of improved technology and to make the program more
user-friendly. We are already implementing major revisions to make the program more
user-friendly and accessible after only a year and a half.

2. The online system is only available on the Secretary of State’s website. Voter
registration drives by political parties and advocacy groups are a wonderful way to get
voters engaged, but those campaigns often fail to maintain their websites once a big
election is over. We also cannot grant campaigns and interest groups access to the state
driver’s licensing database, which is critical function of this system.

3. We obtain the voter’s signature from our state licensing agency. Therefore, online
registration is only available to those who have a Washington State driver’s license or

20f2
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state ID card. These applicants have come into a state licensing office in person to prove
their identity, provide a signature, and have their picture taken. If the applicant provides
an incorrect or nonexistent driver’s license, the program will not allow the applicant to
advance to the next screen and finish the application. While it might initially seem that
this form of registration is more subject to fraud, it is actually Jess because it controls
whether the user can advance through the application. Applicants who do not have a
Washington driver’s license or ID card can continue to register using a paper form.

Proposed Legislation

We strongly urge the Commiittee to include explicit language in the legislation that the States
have final authority over voter registration eligibility, and implementation requirements. This is
critical since there is such a spectrum of both technology and voter registration laws. Online
voter registration can be achieved without requiring States to change their overall voter
registration laws. For example, States must have authority to obtain a signature. A paper
application would certainly not be accepted without a signature.

The 15 day deadline is especially concerning for states that have broad scale absentee voting. A
15 day deadline falls affer ballots are prepared and mailed. Online registrations must stop before
the absentee ballots are mailed because many people who are already registered and simply need
to update an address end up submitting an application online. Ballots can end up going to the
wrong address, or people end up being double registered, which can lead to double voting. This
impairs the accuracy of the voter registration rolls. We feel confident that an online system can
be implemented without mandating a particular voter registration deadline.

Finally, the legislation appears to eliminate a policy established by Congress 15 years ago that
has been very successful. Election-related mail is returned to the elections office because a voter
moved or even died. Once it is returned, the voter goes on “inactive” status. The voter remains
on inactive status through two federal general elections, so ar a minimum through a Presidential
election cycle. After this period, which is 2-4 years, the elections office is authorized to cancel
what is now a clearly invalid registration. The proposed legislation repeals that aithority to
cancel old registrations. This change would make it extremely difficult to have accurate voter
registration rolls because election officials would be forced to maintain registrations for people
who moved or died years and years ago. This is another provision that can simply be removed
from the bill without diminishing the legislation’s overall purpose.

1 have provided you a copy of the letter that Secretary Reed sent the Committee last month
explaining some of these concerns with the proposed legislation.

Closing

Secretary Reed and 1 thank you for the opportunity to share our experience and we are happy to
assist the Committee as much as we can. Thank you.

3of3
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Katie Blinn is the Assistant Director of Elections for the Washington State Secretary of State’s
Office and has served in this position since January 2005. Ms. Blinn is responsible for Elections
Policy for the State of Washington, including legislation and regulations, working with the
Attorney General’s Office on litigation, and providing assistance to county elections offices,
reporters, advocacy groups, campaigns, and other government agencies. Ms. Blinn also
supervises distribution of over $65 million in federal Help America Vote Act funds, a program
that trains state and county election administrators in election law and procedures and conducts
regular reviews of county election procedures, and a program that is preparing for the 2012
congressional and legislative redistricting.

Prior to coming to the Secretary of State’s Office, Ms. Blinn was nonpartisan counsel in the State
Legislature, staffing the House committee that handles elections, campaign finance, public
records, and many other issues. Ms. Blinn previously served as a Law Clerk for the Washington
State Court of Appeals and a Deputy Prosecutor for the Pierce County Prosecutor’s Office
(Tacoma).

Ms. Blinn received her J. D. in 1997 from Seattle University, and her B.A. in 1993 from Santa
Clara University. Katie and her husband, Grant Blinn, also a Deputy Prosecutor, live in the
Tacoma area with their three young children.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Ms. Blinn, real quick, we're going to be standing
in recess in a couple of minutes, but the letter from Secretary of
State Sam Reed you wanted to be included as part of the record.
Without objection, it will be part of the record.

[The information follows:]

Mr. GoNzALEZ. We have 5 minutes, which is really longer than
that, but as soon as we say that, it will be 5 minutes. So, my apolo-
gies to our last witness, but we will start up 10 minutes after the
last vote and we will stand in recess until then, thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. GONZALEZ. The hearing will reconvene.

Ms. Blinn, by unanimous consent, we only had the letter of the
Secretary of State, but I believe you have other documents you
wanted to be made part of the record.

Ms. BLINN. Thank you, Mr. Chair. If I could enter into the record
both the handout that we have provided to other States and then
the screen shots just for illustrative purposes, I would appreciate
it.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Without objection, so ordered; and they will be
made part of the record.

[The information follows:]
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What Is online voler registration?

Qnline votar registration aliows Washington
clizens o register fo vole or tranefer a
registration fo 8 new address through &
seoiwe infemal site--just as that person
would pay 2 bill online or renew car tebs. All
that is needed is a Washington State divers

foanse or Washington State iD card number.

How does onling voter registration work?

An gpplicant enters his or her driver’s license
or state 10 cand number, date of birth and
namé exacly av i appears on that licenss or
I card o gain access to the onfing voler
registration  system. The spplicerd  then
provides the sams information as if filing out
& paper voter regisiration form. The appdicant
must agree 1o the use of the lcense or siate
10 card sighature as the voler registration
signatwe. And, just as with the paper volar
registration form, the applicant must affim wia
oath that the information provided i due and

avcurats,

Frequently Asked Questions: Registering Online.

How did onling registration come about?
fn 2008, Secrstary of Stale  Sam Resd
formally requested that the Washington State
tegislabwe pass 3 law authoizing onfing
voler registration . o both  ncrease and
simplify voler registrations. The Legislature
passed the law in 2007 and i took afieet
January 1, 2008,

s online voler registration seture?

Yes, The onfine woter vegisiration system
uses the sams lschnology that banks and
retaliors use lo enorypl and profect a
customar's personal information. In adkdifion,
& ranciomly gensrated security number i

Continued p 7
P4

WWW.Vole wa.gov
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‘Washington State ‘L@giati{m

HOUSE BILL 1828, now codified as ised Code of § 2VA08.123

Passed Legh ~ 2007 Reg ession

AN ACT Relating to electronic voter registration; adding a new section to chapter 268,08
ROW, and providing an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTOM:

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1. A new section is added to chapter 284,08 RCW to read as
follows:

{1} A parson who has a valid Washington state driver's ficense or state identification card
may submil & voter regl i icati i icafly on the of siate's
web site,

st ‘attast fo the truth of the information provided on the application by

{2) The applicant
Ein + i the i ion as true,

T{3) The applicant must affirmatively assent 1o use of his or her driver’s license or state
identification card si for voter registration 3

{4} A voler registration application submitied electronically is otherwise considered a
registration by mail.

{5} For sach electronic application, the secretary of state must oblain 3 digital copy of the
applicant's driver’s license or state identification card si from the department of
ficensing,

{8} The secretary of state may employ additional securily measures o ensure the
accuracy and integrity of voter registration applivation submitted slectronically.

NEW SECTION, Sec. 2. This act takes effect Jamuary 1, 2008,

T -
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Agency Regulations

Washington Administrative Code 434-324-031

Electronic voter registration.

(1) The secretary of state's electronic voter registration web page must have the
capability to:

(a) Reject appli without a gton state driver's license or state
identification card;
(b) Require the applicant to affirmatively assent to the use of his or her

driver's ficense or state identification card signature for voter
registration purposes;

(¢) Require the applicant to attest to the truth of the information provided
on the application;

(d) Retrieve a digital copy of each applicant's driver's license or state
identification card sig from the dep of licensing and
include it with the other infi quired for each applicant's voter
registration; and

(8) Electronically transfer all inf i quired for each applicant's
voter registration to his or her county auditor for entry into the
statewide voter registration data base through the county election

management system.
(2) Once electi gistrati fi ion is entered into county election management
Y the same timelines and p used for registration by mail apply to
electronic registration.
—END—

P.3
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Online Registration & MyVote by the numbers
‘ Myvote
Maildn . © Address
2008 Forms Qnline Changes
January 21,838 17,989 5,833
Frbruary 28,123 20,281 ) 3,338
Harch 14,2689 3,566 387
Hpril 11,880 4,066 405
May 18,742 3,268 178
Jung 15,608 3657 o
uly 17,728 8,515 1,488
August 18,281 12,458 5,238
September 49,304 22,128 8,344
Qetobar 54,314 82,808 19,988
Novembar 3,742 802 5,837
Discember 2238 856 220
TOTALS 253,584 158,288 48,348
Above are the number of voter registration ions, separated by type, for the 2008
election year. Washington Siate held a idential Primary in February, a State Primary in

August, and the Seneral Election in November.

Ondine Voter Registration and MyVole allow volers the convenience of interacting with
govemment on their ime from the comiort of thelr own homes. Registering to vote and
L i istration i tion beco ing that can be done in a matter of
mintes,

*The online address change via MyVole was offine for the last week of May, all of June,
and the first three weeks of July.

P4
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Voter Registration 2008

166,000

Voter Registration Transactions by Month

240,000

120060

200,060

0,000

0008

40,008

20,500 4

Jan  Feb Mar Apr May Jun  Jul Aug Sep Oot Nov  Dec

P&
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Who uses Online
Registration & MyVote?

Transactions by Age

35.0%

30.0% -

25.0% -

20.0%

15.0%

10.0% ¥

5.0%

0.0%

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 535-64 65+
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Presented fo each user fo
prevent an sutomated hacking
program o ty filt out
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Registration  system  and
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inued

Licensing. The voter will need

to i

submit & new voler & i

voter registration” applications
vig the websis,

Since onfy péople who have a
© driver's fioense o state 1D card
register onfine, the
applicant’ has already proven
his or her &dentf:y re-parson in
& stale office.

Lan

The Becretary of State’s Office

| the i '8

May somesone  reglster
another person to wote or
change another voter's
agdrese by using oniine
yoter registration?

Mo, only a new applicant or an
axisting voter may agres to the
use of that voter's signature on
fle with the Department of

Licansing for voler regisiration

signature - from - the  “drivers
feense or 1Y card Tor the voler

registration record.

May & voler
addross change oidine toe?

maks - #n

Yes, registered volers moving

o & new address in the same

county may submit address

changes through "MyVols,” a
woter |

Submiting a fraudident voter
regisiration - application
felony in Washington State.

i 2

¥ 3 voler changes address
or other information using
online volar reglstration, s
that voter's state driver's
ficense or I3 ecard mocord

aiso upd 7

systom.

Vaotars moving 10 8 new gouniy
must use the onfine voter

No.
vansferred from the online

information  is  not

voler registration system back

o the Department of

cohtact the
Dapartment bf ijcené.ing 0
make any changes fo his or
her driver's livense or state i)
reconds,

How does online registration
addvess  citionship,  age,
and residency?

The first step it registerng
onfine requirtes applicants to
indicate thelr sligbility to vole
separately in each ares of
cffizenship,  age.  esidency,
and felony convictions. Later iy
the process, applosnts st
accapt the oath thet maffinms
their sligibifity.

This process fulfilis 2l the
regquiremants for registering to
vote spelled out in stale law,
and refiacts the same process
applicants
registering o vote with & paper

use when

voter registration form.
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The Sscal impact for the 2007 legislatidn o ize onfine voter regisiration was originally proj at
spproximately $88,000. Onoe the project was fully scopad, including & thorough review of Arizona's

- onling voter registration system, and all the system requirements and fealures wers fashed o, the

* aciual cost cams to approximsiely $276,000.

Micmseﬁ wie paid $170,000 fo develop the it virter egistrati {VRDE) o aotept and
provess online voler registrations and o creats he user interfacs foumd on wwwvols wa.gov. Microsolt

the ide voter reg i o scoapt electronic applications from the four differet
types of voler regh ion systems g i i

The four voter regisiration system vendors were paid an additional $108,000 (o develop the software that
would aliow for the electronic fransfer of voter ragistration information from each of Washinglon's 38
county voler registration systems to the ide voter regh i The These verdors and

| the development cost are:

s DFM—-$12,000

®  DINS--559,000

»  VOTEC--$17,000

+  ESES--$22,000

| Cost Savings

From the date of i tion of onfine voler regh ion, 1o the Cotober 4 votar registration cut-off for
the 2008 Generat Blection, the office had about 130,000 onfing voler registration transactions,

: # costs approdmately 25 cents 10 procsss and Torward each papsy voler registration form. Each
applicant using & paper voler registration recond must spend 42 cents for the stamp fo mall R in. This
means that onfine vister registration saved the state of Washinglon about §32 500 before the November
2008 General Election, The postage savings o the electorate is caloulated at $54,800. The total
combined savings egials 587,106

Proviously & would cost 43 cents o process aach mokdr vo! for from the of
Ligensing. Moving fo an ic systerm will save the state $45,000 in the next flscal veser,

Taking the savings into consideration, onling voler registration peid for about 30 percent of the original
cost fo implement the program by October 2008,

Projectad out further, the savings created by online voter registration will eventually pay for alt
implementation costs,

Poa

Updatet: October 2009
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Mr. GONZALEZ. At this point, we will proceed with the testimony
of Mr. Chapin.

STATEMENT OF DOUG CHAPIN

Mr. CHAPIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

They say that brevity is the very soul of wit, and in that spirit
I will try to be very witty today.

Americans’ exploding demand for fast and convenient access to
information means that the public sector can no longer ignore op-
portunities to use the latest proven technology to reach out to cus-
tomers, citizens, and clients online.

At the Pew Center on the States, we are committed not just to
helping State and local election officials but actually working with
State and local election officials, including all three States rep-
resented on the panel with me today, to find ways to make better
use of the latest proven technology, including the Internet and new
mobile broadband devices to serve the needs of registered voters
and eligible citizens alike.

Consider this: When the National Voter Registration Act was
passed, it was 1993, 16 years ago. The Help America Vote Act was
passed 7 years ago almost to the day. Think how much the world
has changed since then. Since then, new technological develop-
ments like text messaging, social networking, and cloud computing
have remade and reshaped the world we live in. At Pew, we believe
it is not only desirable but necessary for State and local election
offices to make use of the latest proven technology in order to keep
pace.

In the area of voter registration, we are actively engaged in the
effort to explore potential solutions. Pew is convening a working
group of election officials and technology experts. We are looking
closely at systems across the Nation to examine what works and
what doesn’t. Our goal is a system that works not just for voters
and election officials but is also accurate, cost effective, and effi-
cient for voters as citizens and as taxpayers alike.

I am also pleased to represent Pew as a member of the com-
mittee to modernize voter registration, a bipartisan effort to draw
attention to the inefficiencies of our current system and stimulate
a dialogue about using technology to make the process more inte-
grated and efficient.

I ask permission to enter into the record an issue brief from Pew
about voter registration modernization.

Mr. GoONZALEZ. Without objection it will be made part of the
record.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. CHAPIN. The Committee on Modernizing Voter Registration
shares Pew’s commitment to harnessing proven technology and to
improving how we run elections, which we believe is a critical goal.

That goal is not limited to modernizing voter registration, how-
ever. I know that Members and staff on both sides of the aisle have
worked very hard to identify ways to assist military and overseas
voters around the world, and we are pleased to see that much of
this work is included in what we hope is the soon to be enacted
National Defense Authorization Act.

The military and overseas voting provisions in the NDAA har-
ness technological advancement to expedite delivery of ballots to
voters around the world, including e-mail in order to get blank bal-
lots into their hands. We want to find ways to go further, to use
current information in Federal and State databases to make sure
that military and overseas voters can get their ballots at the cor-
rect address on the first try.

The ability to keep up with these mobile voters is crucial. In fact,
military and overseas voters are almost twice as likely as domestic
voters to encounter registration problems. Anything we can do to
help military and overseas voters is not only important for those
voters but for what it can teach us about how we can help voters
here at home.

We are also pleased to have partnered with State and local elec-
tion officials and Google on a project called the Voting Information
Project, which uses official election information to answer voters’
questions online about where to vote and what is on the ballot. Ten
States in Los Angeles county joined us in 2008, and we are pleased
to note that the Commonwealth of Virginia will be using VIP to as-
sist their voters with the November general election.

VIP will enable election offices to unleash the creativity of pro-
grammers to create voter tools, including e-mail and text updates,
which is something that is being piloted in North Carolina; APS for
mobile phones, which are increasing popular; tools to assist voters
with specific questions, disabled voters needing accessibility infor-
mation, voters needing public transportation information; and tech-
nology to generate customized ballot listings for military and over-
seas voters across the world so they can know what is on their bal-
lot in time to return them.

Exciting advances in technology mean that reforming our Na-
tion’s elections is limited almost completely by our own imagina-
tions, and we at Pew are committed to removing even those imagi-
nary limits for the betterment of both election officials and voters
alike.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear today. On behalf of all
of my colleagues at the Pew Center on the States, I applaud you
for considering and stand ready to assist you in accomplishing the
goal of harnessing the latest technology to bring our election sys-
tem into the 21st century.

Thank you.

[The statement of Mr. Chapin follows:]
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TESTIMONY

Doug Chapin- Director, Election Initiatives
The Pew Center on the States
Committee on House Administration | Subcommittee on Elections
October 21, 2009

Chairwoman Lofgren and members of the subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

My name is Doug Chapin, and I am the Director of Election Initiatives at the Pew Center on the States, a
division of the Pew Charitable Trusts that conducts research, brings together a wide variety of partners,
and analyzes states’ experiences to identify what works and what does not to advance nonpartisan,

pragmatic state policy solutions to the most pressing problems affecting Americans.

All of us at Pew applaud you for your leadership in calling this hearing and drawing attention to the
emerging use and promise of technology to improve the accuracy, cost-effectiveness and efficiency of

our election system.

Americans increasingly rely upon the Internet for many different kinds of information. They are going
online to pay taxes and parking tickets, to update their personal information with public as well as
private agencies, and to request services or otherwise interact with all levels of government. Indeed,
according to our colleagues at the Pew Internet and American Life Project, four in five Americans have

visited government Web sites to seek information or assistance.

This exploding demand for fast and convenient access to information means that public -sector
information sources cannot ignore opportunities to reach out to their customers, clients and citizens

online.
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TESTIMONY - Pew Center on the States
House Elections Subcommittee — October 21, 2009
Page2 of 5

Pew is committed to helping state and local election officials find ways to make better use of the Internet

—and new mobile broadband devices — to serve the needs of registered voters and eligible citizens alike.

Consider this: when the National Voter Registration Act (“motor voter”) was adopted in 1993 — more
than sixteen years ago — hardly anyone had an e-mail address. When the Help America Vote Act was
enacted in 2002 — almost seven years ago to the day - the concept of statewide voter registration
databases was thought to be a cutting-edge idea. Since then, new technological developments like text
messaging, social networking and cloud computing have remade and reshaped the world we live in. At
Pew, we believe it is not only desirable but necessary for state and local election offices to make use of

the latest proven technology in order to keep pace.

1t simply makes no sense that for the vast majority of Americans, registering to vote relies on a system
dependent on filling out and submitting a paper application. Nor does it make sense to ask the women
and men who administer our elections to spend so much time and money managing a paper-based
system that invites error and does not efficiently serve the needs of any of the participants in the process

— not the election officials, and certainly not the voters.

But the field is catching up, and the election officials on this panel today deserve all the credit for

adapting and applying proven practices in public technology to elections.

At Pew, we study the experience of trailblazers like those on the panel today and use their experience
and insight to commission research, pilot projects and propose solutions to assist other states in
following their example. Our goal is nothing short of a modernized voter registration system that not
only maximizes accuracy, cost-effectiveness and efficiency but works for voters and election officials

alike.

To that end, we are supporting a study of online voter registration in Washington State and Arizona that
will allow election officials in other states to gain insight from their experiences and adapt lessons
learned to the needs of their own state. We have also funded studies of preregistration of young voters,
of the effectiveness of different ways of reaching voters, and of the quality of voter registration
databases.
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Pew is also actively engaged in the effort to explore potential solutions. Under the experienced guidance
of my newest colleague, former Oregon State Election Director John Lindback, Pew is convening a
working group of election officials and technology experts who are fooking closely at systems across the
nation to examine what works and what doesn’t, and what components would best be included in a well-
designed and modernized voter registration system. We expect to begin releasing the end product of all

of this work in the next few months.

In addition, 1 am pleased to represent Pew as a member of the Committee to Modernize Voter
Registration, a bipartisan effort to draw attention to the inefficiencies of our current system and
stimulate a dialogue about using technology to make the process more integrated and efficient. The
Committee shares Pew’s view that harnessing technology to improve how we run elections is a critical

goal - and modernizing the nation’s voter registration system is central to that vision.

Of course, Pew’s commitment to using technology to improve elections is not limited to the area of

voter registration modernization.

I have testified before this subcommittee previously about the difficulties facing military and overseas
voters. I know that members and staff on both sides of the aisle have worked hard to identify ways that
we can remove barriers for military and overseas voters, and much of your work is embodied in the

pending National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA).

For military and overseas voters, absentee voting can seem like an insurmountable barrier. Pew’s
January 2009 report No Time to Vote found that fully half the states do not allow overseas military
voters enough time to receive and return a ballot. The military and overseas voting provisions in the
NDAA seek fo hamess technological advancements to expedite delivery of ballots to these voters,
including using email to get a blank ballot into voters’ hands. But improvements in ballot processing are
of no help if the voter is unable to register to vote in the first place or if outdated records direct their
ballot or other materials to the wrong address. The Department of Defense has the technology to locate
a servicemember at any given time, and we should find ways to utilize this information to ensure that

election officials have the correct and up-to-date mailing addresses for military voters. This ability to
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keep up with highly mobile voters is vital; military and overseas voters are almost twice as likely as
domestic voters to experience registration problems. Almost as important, the lessons we learn can help
us confront and overcome the challenges facing all voters If we can utilize technology to solve some of
the major problems military and overseas voters encounter, we will be well-positioned to solve many of

the same problems all voters face.

Another key aspect of the voting process is answering voters’ questions about whether they are
registered, where they vote and what’s on the ballot. This is no small matter; in 2008, approximately 120
million people went online to answer their questions about the general election. Too often, however,
that information is either outdated, hard to find or provided by a third party. That’s why Pew and
Google — in cooperation with state and local election officials - launched the Voting Information Project
(VIP), a partnership to use official voting information to answer voters’ questions. VIP enables election
offices to produce a public feed of data on polling places, voting requirements and ballot content that -
can then be harnessed by election officials, campaigns, the media - or anyone else who wishes to help

voters navigate the voting process on Election Day.

In the 2008 election cycle, ten states and Los Angeles County - the nation’s largest — provided VIP
feeds that were integrated with Google Maps and a number of other applications to help voters find their
polling places. Approximately 10 percent of people who voted on Election Day in 2008 used Google’s
VIP-powered tool to find their polling place. In November 2009, thanks to the efforts of the Virginia
State Board of Elections, Old Dominion voters will not only be able to find their polling place online but
will also instantly have access to a full list of candidates on their ballot in the 2009 statewide general

election.

Creating the standard feed is only the first step. Harnessing the creativity we’ve scen exhibited in the
private sector will lead to innovations that provide voters a level and quality of service that seems out of
reach today.

Because VIP follows an open format, it can harness the programming talents of today’s cutting-edge

technologists to meet the needs of voters everywhere. For example:
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. North Carolina’s State Board of Elections is currently testing a system that will allow
voters to use the email and text capabilities of their mobile phones to get information about their
voter registration, to track the status of their absentee ballot or to verify whether or not their

provisional ballot was counted;

. In 2008, Google and CREDO, a mobile technology company, each made a version of the
VIP poll locator available for mobile phones, with other developers planning to expand those

offerings to include candidate information in 2009 and beyond;

. Using VIP to link election information to more familiar online tools can also open up a
host of creative solutions for a wide variety of voters. For example, voters could identify public
transportation options near polling places, disabled voters could get complete information on
accessibility options at their precinct and voters could access sites that give them an idea of how

long they can expect to wait to vote on Election Day; and

. Other developers are also finding new ways to put election information at voters’

fingertips — or, using mobile technology, literaily in voters’ hands.

At Pew, we are planning to use VIP as a backbone for a better voting process for military and overseas
voters. Specifically, we are working to develop technology to generate customized batlot listings for
voters abroad that they can use to help them complete their absentee ballots — or to generate a

replacement Federal Write-In Absentee Ballot should their official ballot not arrive.

These exciting advances in technology mean that improvements to our nation’s elections are limited
only by our imaginations — and Pew is committed to providing the tools and know-how to make those

limits disappear.

In conclusion, I thank you once again for the opportunity to appear. On behalf of all of us at Pew, I
applaud you for considering — and stand ready to assist you in accomplishing — the goal of hamessing

the latest technology to bring our nation’s election system into the 21% Century.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you very much.

At this time, we're going to proceed with questions of the wit-
nesses, and the Chair will recognize Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAvIS of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I am glad to see my old trial advocacy partner is a high-ranking
DOJ guy; and he is here, Spencer Overton. I am glad to see you
here today.

I have a bill I have introduced and I want to talk about for one
second with the panel. It is H.R. 3473, the Military Internet Voting
Pilot Bill. It just focuses, as the title implies, on service men and
women, but I think that is an important part of this debate, Mr.
Chapin, as you just pointed out; and I will give you a specific exam-
ple of how this plays out in my State of Alabama.

We still have runoffs. Most States don’t, but we still have party
runoffs. That means if no one get 50, the top two go into a runoff.

It used to be that the runoff time period was 3 weeks in the
State of Alabama. That was thought to be a reasonable period. It
is not so far after the first primary, but it is far enough away to
allow campaigns to recalibrate. Because of our difficulty in com-
plying with current Federal mandates regarding getting ballots to
soldiers, we have had to accommodate by now having a 6-week run-
off period.

Let me tell you empirically what has happened in the last three
election cycles, State and municipal, in Alabama. The turnout
drops substantially.

We just had runoffs in city council races in Birmingham. Six
weeks after the primary, the turnout was approximately 9 to 10
and a half percent.

We had legislative runoffs in 2006. The turnout was so low that
in legislative districts of 30,000-some people, the winner was get-
ting 860, 870 votes.

We have runoffs next year in the State-wide races. Mind you,
most voters are still not aware of the 6 week runoff timetable. They
are still thinking it is 3 weeks. We are anticipating there could be
a drop-off of as much as 50 or 60 percent.

Now those of us who believe we do better as a democracy when
more people vote are concerned about those patterns. And, can-
didly, the only way that Alabama and States like us that have run-
offs could meet Federal standards regarding service men and
women, without having an interminable runoff campaign that was
a lot later and ran the risk in a drop-off in turnout, would be if
we had Internet voting.

I hear the concern raised from some quarters, well, there could
be a breach of the system, or there could be some manipulation of
the ballot through a computer hacker. I am tempted to say, when
it comes to the military, if someone figures out how to hack a mili-
tary computer or if someone figures out how to invade the com-
puter integrity of the military, we probably have a bigger problem
than someone voting, frankly. So that doesn’t strike me as—it is
not a trivial concern, nor does it strike me as a dispositive concern.

I do have some reservations about moving full scale to online reg-
istration. I do think there are more possibilities of fraud there, for
all kinds of obvious reasons, but I don’t see an argument against
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moving toward allowing our service men and women a full-fledged
opportunity to vote by computer.

And one other aspect here, even now with the way that the sys-
tem works at the Presidential level, as a practical matter, service
men and women have to get their votes in a long time before the
election, sometimes 3 or 4 or 5 weeks, as I understand it. That
amounts to mandatory early voting. It is one thing if a voter choos-
es to vote early in States that allow it. It is another thing if a voter
is almost forced into it.

Why is that a problem? Every now and then, things happen in
the final weeks of an election that are actually meaningful and rel-
evant. I think our service men and women ought to have the oppor-
tunity to see the election in its totality if they choose, to see the
play run to its conclusion, see the credits rolling across the screen;
and Internet voting gives them a chance to do that.

So, as we politicians do, that is a long-winded statement and not
a question, but I guess the question that we always end with is:
Don’t you agree?

Would anyone like to react to anything that I have said?

Mr. ROKITA. I will quickly say that the Indiana General Assem-
bly and the Indiana Secretary of State—that being me—feels like
you do when it comes to our service men and women.

We have implemented a program where, through a Department
of Defense server, we do offer Internet voting to those voters. We
do have confidence that the DOD servers are a good way to do this;
and that was the only way we were able to get the legislation
passed, actually. It would be a program, a joint venture with the
DOD.

Ms. BLINN. Washington State strongly advocates Internet voting
for the military and overseas voters. We brought a bill before our
legislature this past year. It did not pass, but we are going to con-
tinue to advocate for this.

Washington State has six military bases and also a very large
overseas community, either because of dependents or because of
people working or going to school overseas. Remember that there
are lots of people in areas of the world where there is no postal sys-
tem at all, or it is so unreliable, it is so difficult that it doesn’t mat-
ter whether you put the ballots in the mail 4 weeks before Election
Day, 6 weeks before Election Day, or 8 weeks before Election Day.
The ballots are still never going to get to that voter where that per-
son is located.

We already implement e-mail ballots, and we want to strongly
advocate the electronic return in some fashion of ballots. Because
these people frequently have laptops and can access the Internet.
We hear from our military over and over again: I can e-mail. I have
access to Internet. I don’t have a printer, I don’t have a scanner,
and I don’t have a postal system.

Thank you.

Mr. CHAPIN. Just very quickly, the question of whether or not
electronic return of ballots is appropriate is very much an open
question. I think that one thing that many people have settled on
is we need to find a way to get ballots to men and women overseas
faster. I think we are on the verge of that with the National De-
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fense Authorization Act and some of the ballot transmission things
that are in there.

We would also like to find ways to use tools like the Voting Infor-
mation Project to allow Alabamians or anyone else around the
world to see what is on their ballot so they have as much time as
they need to fill out a ballot and still return it in time to have it
be valid and have it be counted.

Mr. DAvIs of Alabama. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. MANLOVE. In Delaware, we did change State law to allow us
to accept ballots that come back electronically. We were receiving
ballots back, and we were not allowed to accept them by State law.
But we did change the law that if overseas or military—military
and overseas citizens, if they sent their ballots back by fax or e-
mail, we were allowed to accept them. And we have been e-mailing
ballots to the military for quite a while.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you very much.

The Chair will recognize Mr. Harper.

Mr. HARPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would also like to submit for the record a Demos study on the
shortcomings of using public assistance databases for voter reg-
istration verification. This was mentioned in Mr. Rokita’s written
testimony. We would like to add that to the record.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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In response to calls for voter registration modernization, proposals have been advanced to use
government lists to automatically register eligible citizens to vote! A central goal of any automutic voter
registration proposal should be a representative electorate in which all eligible citizens, including those
from historically underr nted communities, are effectively reglstered and able to cast a ballot on
Election Day. State databases of individuals receiving public assistance benefits ~ including Food Stamps
(SNAP), Temporary istance for Needy Families (TANF), and Medicaid — can be an mportant
source for registering some of the most underrepresented populations,

To better understand the nature of public assistance agencies’ computerized eligibility databases and
how they can be used to facilitate automatic voter registration, Demos conducted telephone surveys
with public assistance agencies in 41 out of 51 states (including the District of Columbia}? The
respondants were primarily st r y and policy directors who were both familiar with the
benefits application pmcess and fhb use of eligibility databases.

Key Findings

» The majority of the information required to register to vote, including full name, date of birth,
Som«ﬁ Security mxmbtr, md citizenship status, are collected and stored in virtually sl public

‘

datal . Digi ignatures, o the extent they are required, may not be us readily

available.

w

Al public assistance records require entry of first and last name for every client in the database.
However, names are frequently not entered in 2 standardized way. For example, sore states will
require 2 “formal legal name” while others will allow the use of nick names or alias (e.g. Bob
rather than Robert). Special attention will need to be paid in attempting to identify duplicates
and ensuring that registration records are consistent with the I documents voters may be
required 1o show at the polls.

» Well over a third of states reported that they do not require all clients to provide a residentisl
address, allowing 2 mailing address to be used instead. This is a potential problem as all states
require a vesidential address for voter registration. All states with the exception of one, however,
have a field for residential addresses in their database, even if not required.

While some states use drop down boxes or USPS softwate to standardize addresses in their
databases, others do not, creating potential problems in entering apartment numbers and non-
traditional addresses as well as concerns with vase suatching and 10 & at the poils.

=

Vietually all of the states surveyed collect information necessary for voter registration from
every member receiving benefits in a houschold or family. However, there Is 2 gray ares when it
comes to the address mﬁ)rmanen for these non-heads of household as their address is “linked”
to that of the head of the househeld. Care will need to be tken to ensure address Information
for non-heads of household will be transmitted to election official

In upgrading their databases, many states arg moving away from wainframe databases and
toweard web-based systems, facilitating data sharing as well as increasing the ease with which
changes can be made to the database to accommodate the needs of an automatic voter
registration system,

®

“David Myers; Youjin B Kim and Scott Novakowski
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Voter Registration Requirements and Database Elements

Information required for voter registration in all states include: full name, residential addsess, date of
birth, ID nuraber {drivers license or social security mumber), and signature, Among these, full name,
date of birth, and 1D number {usaally Social Security number) are collected and entered in ali public
assistance databases. ’

Wame

All public assistance records require entry of fest and last name for every client in the database.
However, standardization of these names I8 far from universal, Fow state public assistunce agencies
have implemented policies that standardize the way in which names are collected and input into the
database, For example, while some states try to ask the client for a “formal legal name,” others will allow
the client to provide a nickname or alias (e.g. “Bob” rather than “Robert,” a middle named used as a first
name). This practice could ereate problems when atterpting to identify duplicates by matching names

0 these databases with those already on the voter registration rolls or with other state databases used to
popudate the voter solls. Problems could also be created i the name added to the voter reglotration rolls
is not consd with the identifying documents voters may be requived to present at the polls under
their respective state lew. Spacial attention will need to be paid in attempting to identify duplicates and
to ensure registration records are conslstent with the 1D vorers may be required to show at the polls.

Address

The accuracy of the addresses stored in public assistance databases is vital to ensuring accurate, up-
to-date voter vegistration records, It is assumed that the addresses jn these databases are current and
faitly accurate so that the client properly receives benefits, However, seventeen states reported they do
not always require clients to provide a residential address and thus there is not necessarily a residential
address entered into the existing field. Instead they will require 2 mailing address. This potentially poses
2 problem as all states vequire a residential address for voter reglstration. All states surveyed, with the
exception of one, however, at least have a field for residential ad in their databases, sven i it §s
not required,

Additionally, there is significant variation among the states in terms of address standardization policies
and practices, Thirteen states reported having no statewide policies for how to standardize addresses
in their databases {e.g. the use of abbreviations and how to enter apartment numbers).* The lack of
standard procedures and formats for entering addresses, particularly non-traditional addresses such as
those often found in wrban and rural areas, can create potential problems in ensuring accuracy us well as
in the matching procedures and polling place ID requirements discussed above.

Those that do have policies ot procedures for address standardization use a host of methods from
abbreviations, to drop-down boxes, to USPS software which formats the addresses and cities according
ta what is used by the USPS. Even when policies or guidelines are in place for address standardization,
a few states admitted that the policies are not consistently followed. Beosuse an accurate sddress is
essential to voter reglstration and because low-income Americans move frequently and may have non-
eeaditional addresses, special attention should be paid to ensure address date is complete, acourate, and
up-to-date.
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Identifi Ni Citizenship, Date of Birth and Signature

The other elements necessary for a complete voter registration record — date of birth, TD number and
citizenship - are also collerted and entered into the public assistance databases. In all states but one, the
date of birth and social security number are collected and entered for each individual receiving benefits.
Since driver’s license numbers are almost never required and are rarely entered into the public assistance
databases, the social security numbers would act as the primary identification numbser necessary for
voter registration. By federal law all agencies are required to collect citizenship information and virtually
all states have a required field in the database for citizenship or legal status.

The one necessary registration component that Is not as readily available is the signature. Due to
antiquated technology and deficient resources at many public assistance agencies, capturing the client’s
signature electronically is not always an eption. Even most of the states with newer technology do not
have the means to digitally capture the client’s sctual signature. Eleven states reported currently having
the capability to scan or upload an image of the signature to be stored in the database, although this
often is not a statewide capabilitp®

Housel and Individuals

Virtually all of the states surveyed collect information necessary for voter registration from every metaber
receiving benefits in a howsehold or family. Thus when 2 housshold applies for assistance the full name,
date of birth and social security number of each recipient in that household is captured and entered into
the database. This altows for the potential registration of many additional voters. Howeves, there is a gray
area when it comes to the address information for non-heads of household as their address is “lnked”
to that of the head of the household. Care will need to be taken to ensure address information for non-~
heads of honsehold will be rransmitted to election officials.

Conclusion and Next Steps

Much of the information necessary or a voter to become registered is contained within public assistance
databases. Provided that solutions can be found to some of the shortcomings discussed above, including
non-standardized names and addresses, missing residential address fields, and lack of digitized signatures,
the data maintained by public assistance agencies provide a solid foundation for implementing an
automatic voter reglstration system.

"Those agencies that have recently upgraded their database, or are in the process of updating their
database, are moving in a direction that could facilitate & workable interface between their system and
2 voter registration database, Database upgrades are trending toward online eligibility applications and
web-based systems. A little less than half of the states currently allow for the use of an online application
and several are headed in this direction. As agencies move away from outdated mainfrarne systerns, it
will be much easier to add and modify fields, thus ensuring that all data necessary for voter reglstration
is captured.
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Endnotes

1. See, for example, FairVote, “Seven Ways to (,rcatr: 100% Voter Regﬁ:t‘:&m& guatiable at hitp/ /e fairvote.
org/Ppages857; New America Foundati Voter R : Using Driver’s Lxemes and Tax Databases
for Automa ion, (N 2()\!(3) able at hitpy//v i 1/ files/ A aticH20 Vorer$h2(
Reglstration.pd§ Lausa Seage, Government Lists: Flow Rmdy Ase They for Automatic Vater ch.as-tmtmn {Brenman
Ceater for Justice, 2009), available at hepy, s Sk 7961'7 ot 222854498 eSkpdf; and Wendy
‘Waiser, Michael Waldman, and Renee Paradis, Voter Regi at ?ohw Sup % \Bm:umm Ccmcr
for Justice, June 2009), available at hepy/fww d x! 8

2. AL, AKX AR, CT,DE, DC, FL, G4, HLID, 15, 1A, X8, XY, IA MD MA, MK\ M’T NF '\IV VH V], \IM, NC‘

ND, OK, OR, PA, RY, 5C, 8D, TN, TX, UT, VT, VA, WA, WYV, WI, WY,

3, AL DE, GA, 1D, 1L, 1A, MD, NE, NV, NC, OR, PA, SC, TN, VL VA, '.md WA reported thar they may not abways

Terquine cimms to provide a residential address,

. AL, AR, FL, IL, 3A, LA, MT, NJ, NC, OK, PA, TN, and WY reported not having ide policies for
addresses.

. FL,ID, 1L, MIN, NEL NC, OK, OR, 8C, 81, and WA reported that at least some connties have the eapability o sean
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Mr. HARPER. The first question I have is for Mr. Rokita. Are you
aware of any other databases other than the driver’s license data-
base that would have all of the information you need to verify and
complete a voter registration that could be initiated online?

Mr. ROKITA. No, not in Indiana or really anywhere else. The
Demos report speaks to that point.

Mr. HARPER. I would ask the same question of each of you, if
there is anything else that you rely on in your States or in your
studies that would indicate that.

b Ms. MANLOVE. No. In Delaware, we connect with the DMV data-
ase.

Ms. BLINN. That is the same in Washington.

Mr. CHAPIN. In our consultations with State and local election of-
ficials, we are trying to determine if there are any other State
databases that they would feel comfortable using that would give
them the same level of assurance that Secretary Rokita feels with
motor vehicle files.

Mr. HARPER. Have you found anything yet that you think might
be there?

Mr. CHAPIN. We have not yet.

Mr. HARPER. Thank you very much.

The question I have for each of you, if a voter registration did
not include a signature, is there any way you could have a con-
fidence in verifying that it indeed was the correct person?

l\/fir. ROKITA. T would say no. A signature is at least what we
need.

Ms. MANLOVE. If we were able to obtain the signature by con-
necting to the DMV database, that would be significant for us.

Ms. BLINN. Washington votes primarily by mail; and the way we
authenticate the ballot, that the person who voted the ballot is the
registered voter, is through confirming that the signature on the
envelope is the signature on the voter registration file. So we defi-
nitely need a signature.

Mr. HARPER. So you have to have that, and the way is through
your license?

Ms. BLINN. Correct.

Mr. CHAPIN. We will follow the lead of State and local election
officials as to what they think is best in designing what they think
is a more modernized system.

Mr. HARPER. Ms. Blinn, one question I would have, and I am
aware of, of course, going back to 2007, obviously, some of the
issues with fraudulent voter registrations that involved ACORN
and led to an agreement in lieu of prosecuting that organization in
2007, what is your State’s relationship as we continue into this
year, with ACORN?

Ms. BLINN. There were fraudulent registration forms submitted
in Washington State by ACORN in two counties, the counties that
Seattle and Tacoma are located in, King and Pierce counties, re-
spectively. They were identified by the county elections offices be-
cause they were filled out and signed in the same handwriting. So
these were paper forms. The forms were referred over to their pros-
ecutors’ offices, and there was an investigation. There were pros-
ecutions, and I believe there were four or five felony convictions out
of this investigation.
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We did enter into a settlement agreement. There were guilty
pleas, and as part of the guilty pleas there was the settlement
agreement with ACORN. Secretary Reed signed off on that so it
would have State-wide enforcement. This required ACORN to go
through significant training and show the counties what kind of
quality control measures they were going to put in place.

The prosecutions were primarily in 2007, and they did come back
in 2008 and conduct voter registration in those same two counties
in 2008, and we did not have subsequent issues with them in 2008.

I don’t know if they plan to come back in future Federal election
years.

Mr. HARPER. In light of the more recent news involving ACORN,
is this agreement subject to review or anticipated review to see if
there is any continued relationship with ACORN?

Ms. BLINN. We don’t have a specific relationship with ACORN.
I think if additional issues start to arise, we will certainly bring it
to their attention.

Mr. HARPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Thank you, Mr. Harper.

The Chair will recognize himself for some questioning.

It seems that everybody’s testimony when it comes to the use of
the Internet is predicated, obviously, on having some method of
verification. That’s obvious to all of us. The problem that we run
into, or one of the concerns we may have, and I don’t know how
we get around this, and that’s what my question goes to, is that
you do rely for verification that that person who registers through
the Internet have a valid driver’s license or identification card
issued by the Department of Motor Vehicles. In Texas, we refer to
it by a different name. Does that pose a disadvantage to a signifi-
cant number of people in every election since we don’t know the
number of voters separating the winner from the loser?

I mean, it could be less than 500 votes in Florida or, though
we're talking about President as far as carrying Florida, it could
be less than 250 votes in Minnesota for a Senator. These things
really do happen.

Let me just point out, according to a University of Washington
study, 13 percent of all registered voters, 18 percent of African
Americans, and 20 percent of young adults in Indiana do not have
an Indiana driver’s license or State-issued ID card. What problems
does that create? How do you address that? Are you making mod-
ern technology not available to many that wouldn’t be able to take
advantage of it for the reason that they don’t have the verification
necessary?

And who wants to go first?

Mr. Rokita.

Mr. ROKITA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, with regard to the election data that you point out,
I would respectfully say that registering to vote is not the same as
voting.

Secondly, I would say we shouldn’t not try to use the best tech-
nology that we can for all of our voters or a significant number of
voters simply because not every voter might take advantage of
that. The fact of the matter is, in Indiana, we have 5,500 polling
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places. You can almost fall out of bed into a polling place to vote
on Election Day.

We now vote early. It is voting absentee in person, but it is effec-
tively voting early, 30 days before an election.

We are doing more and more things throughout this country’s
history and our State’s history to make the polling place accessible.
All of those things are still there, with or without online voter reg-
istration.

Ms. MANLOVE. In the Delaware system currently, you would
have to print out your form, sign it, and mail it in and provide
identification. If you don’t have a driver’s license or a State ID, you
would have to have some other form of identification and mail it
in. Outside of that, I wouldn’t have a better way of handling that.

Ms. BLINN. In Washington State, our online system is simply an-
other method for providing registration. We haven’t taken away
any other methods for registration, and we try to make the pro-
gram as user friendly as possible to explain that, if you happen to
not have a Washington driver’s license or State ID card, it takes
the user directly to the paper form. They can print that out and
send that in, just as they always have, and provide other forms of
ID.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Anybody else? Any ideas?

And you're right, Mr. Rokita. It’s one thing to be registered. It
is a different issue when it comes to voting.

And when it comes to having some sort of State-issued identifica-
tion, photo ID, and the problems that it presents, and especially In-
diana and the issues that have arisen, even in your Supreme
Court, which recognize that you have thousands that would be
disenfranchised by that condition and such. I'm just saying that we
try to make everything that is available to individuals so we reg-
istlelr as many people as possible and hopefully theyll go to the
polls.

That leads me to the next question. Since we know this probably
will impact a certain segment of a community that is identified on
the losing side of the digital divide, does it become more important
to have third-party organizations—that are subject, of course, to
scrutiny and vigilance and everything else—to go out in the com-
munities and to assist and to promote the registering of voters?

Ms. BLINN. I am happy to speak on that.

We are encouraging the advocacy groups who want to do voter
registration drives to simply do it on a laptop. Because they can
use any kind of plug-in that connects to the Internet through cell
towers or however and conduct the same voter registration drives
on the Internet.

Actually, it is our understanding that the people there reg-
istering feel more comfortable because then they are not handing
a piece of paper with their signature on it to a stranger. Instead,
it is going into the State database. So we are encouraging the advo-
cacy groups to use the online system and just do it on laptops.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Anyone else?

Mr. CHAPIN. Mr. Chairman, I think a point that bears noting is
that, through advances in voter registration, we can actually real-
ize some cost efficiencies for election offices which they can then
use to assist in outreach to voters.
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The brief I entered earlier suggests that, at least in one county
in Arizona, online registrations cost something along the lines of 3
cents per voter, as opposed to 83 cents per voter for a paper copy.
Those savings that an election office can realize could be used to
reach out to new voters. But it would leave it to them to figure out
how best to allocate the resources, but at least it would remove the
inefficiency of the current paper-based system.

Ms. MANLOVE. I agree with both of them. We are just offering
another option by using Internet. It doesn’t take away anything
that we did before that.

Mr. ROKITA. I would simply say that, conceptually, I think it is
a good thing that third parties help out with voter registration. I
don’t think it should be just a government exercise. Elections are
for and by the people, and that is the way it should remain.

Mr. GoNzALEZ. All right, well, that’s all I have.

Mr. Harper, do you have any follow-up?

Mr. HARPER. No.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I did neglect to ask unanimous consent for the
Common Cause letter on the testimony of Bob Edgar, that it be ad-
mitted and be made part of the record.

And, without objection, it is going to be admitted.

[The information follows:]
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f‘: ComMMON CAUSE

Holding Power Acconntahle

Testimony of Bob Edgar
President and CEO, Common Cause

Presented to Subcommittee on Elections of the Committee on House Administration on
Modernizing the Election Registration Process
October 21, 2009

Common Cause strongly supports the Voter Registration Modernization Act of 2009 (H.R. 1719),
a bill which will help encourage voter participation and provide a more streamlined, accurate and
cost-efficient voter registration process by utilizing existing technologies to register voters online.

Currently, the voter registration process in most states involves the voter filling out a hard paper
copy of the voter registration form. While most states provide downloadable paper forms that a
voter can fill out and return, a hard copy must still be printed out so that it can be signed and
mailed. This then requires a data entry process on the part of the state or county, which creates
opportunities for manual error and adds unnecessary costs, delay and uncertainty.

H.R. 1719 will allow eligible citizens to register to vote in federal elections entirely online as well
as to update or correct their existing registrations online. More people of all ages are using the
Internet to carry out daily transactions ranging from online banking to making airplane
reservations to filing taxes. The ease of this type of transaction should expand to voter registration
over the Internet. Several states have already begun this process, with encouraging results.

State Programs

After passing its program in 2002, Arizona has seen a dramatic increase in the number of people
registering to vote, as well as significant cost savings. Arizona saw a 9.5% increase in
registrations from 2002 to 2004 after implementing online voter registration.' In 2007, 72% of
people registering to vote in Arizopa used the online voter registration process.? Additionally,
Arizona saw major cost savings with the online voter registration program. In 2006, cost savings
from online registration in Maricopa County (Arizona’s most populous county) were equivalent
to the salaries of eight full time employees because online registration reduced data entry needs’

} Office of the Washington State Secretary of State Sam Reed, Online Voter Registration — Frequently
Asked Questions, http://www secstate.wa.gov/elections/online_reg_faq.aspx.

? Joseph Rendeiro, Arizona and Washington Leave Other States in Dust on Online Voter Registration,
OHMYGov!, July 22, 2008, http://ohmygov.convblogs/general_news/archive/2008/07/22/arizona-and-
washington-leave-other-states-in-dust-on-online-voter-registration.aspx.

* California Senate Bill Analysis, SB 381, available at http://info.sen.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0351-
0400/sb_381_cfa_20080823_110553_sen_floor.html
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A paper registration in Maricopa County costs a minimum of 83 cents to process, compared to
only 3 cents for online registration.’

Washington state has also already seen a large number of potential voters registering online, with
1,634doing so in just the first three days of the program in 2008.% In the first six months of the
program, Washington state found between thirty to forty percent of all registrations were
processed7via the Internet.® Online voter registration led to a new record of registered voters in
that state.

Other states are quickly following suit to supplement traditional voter registration methods with
online registration. California enacted an online registration bill in 2008 and Colorado, Indiana,
Oregon and Utah have done so in 2009. Kansas Secretary of State Ron Thornburgh announced
this summer that his office would begin implementing an online registration program as well.t

Congress Should Act

Congress should act to provide a national process so that voters can easily register online
regardless of their state of residence. H.R. 1719 will improve the voter registration process for
both voters and election officials. It will also allow for easier matching of duplicate records and
other issues that arise when a voter moves from one county to another, and will remove the need
for large amounts of manual data entry.

When Common Cause has worked at the state level to advance this reform, we have found it
widely embraced by both Democrats and Republicans. Wide majorities of state legislatures are
voting to streamline and modernize this basic expression of democratic participation.

* PEw CENTER ON THE STATES, Issue Brief, BRINGING ELECTIONS INTO THE 21 CENTURY: VOTER
REGISTRATION MODERNIZATION, August 2009, at 3, available at
http://www.pewtrusts.org/uploadedFiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/Reports/Election_reform/Voter_Registration
Modernization_Brief_web.pdf?7n=5270.

* Gregory Roberts, Washington Starts Up Online Voter Registration, SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER, Jan.
14, 2008, available at http://www.seattlepi.com/local/347217 _voterregistration14.html.

¢ California Senate Bill Analysis, supra footnote 3.

" Noelene Clark, Statewide, New-Vater Registration Hits Record, SEATTLE TIMES, Oct. 8, 2008, available
at http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2008238624_voterreg08m.html.

8 Scott Rothschild, Kansas® Online Voter Registration Application Unveiled, LAWRENCE JOURNAL~
WORLD, July 28, 2009, available at http://www2.ljworld.com/news/2009/jul/28/kansas-prepares-
announce-online-voter-registration.



130

Mr. GONZALEZ. First of all, I want to express our thanks to the
witnesses. It’s so important to hear from you. Obviously, we're up
here and we are attempting to do the best we can, and then you
have to deal with the consequences of those decisions. So it’s really
important that you acquaint us with what it’s like on the ground.
I would like to thank my colleagues who participated today.

The hearing record will remain open for 5 legislative days to
allow for the submission of any additional materials or questions
that Members may have. If you receive any further questions, we
ask that you respond in writing as promptly as possible. Notice I
said “in writing.” I am not sure we’re going to accept that through
the Internet. The questions and answers will all be made part of
the record.

Thank you again.

And we stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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