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Commission to Revise the Election Code

Marie M. Garber, Chairman

January 14, 1998

The Honorable Parris N. Glendening, Governor
The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr., President of the Senate
The Honorable Casper R. Taylor, Jr., Speaker of the House of Delegates
The Honorable Vernon Boozer, Minority Leader, Senate
The Honorable Robert Kittleman, Minority Leader, House of Delegates

Gentlemen:

The Commission to Revise the Election Code is pleased to submit this report of its findings
and recommendations, as well as a proposed revision of the Maryland Election Code.

The revised code responds to our statutory mandate in Chapter 431 of the Laws of 1996 to
produce a " . . . substantive revision of Article 33 . . . to make the law comport with the needs of
modern election administration . . . [and] . . . mesh with the realities of current and future
technologies, and to clarify the respective roles of election boards and professional administrators
at the local and State level...". This report details the goals and methods of our work and makes
recommendations that go beyond the scope of legislation to improve the administration of elections.
In addition, a number of important issues that had to be left unresolved are identified in the report;
these are commended to the General Assembly for their attention.

Without assistance and guidance we had from a host of valuable sources, the quality of our
work product would be much diminished. The thanks of the Commission go to those whose input
deepened and clarified our understandings, and whose support and assistance made it possible for
us to accomplish as much as we did. Foremost among them are the election officials of Maryland,
in the twenty-four local jurisdictions and in the State Administrative Board of Elections in
Annapolis, and the staff of the Department of Legislative Services assigned to us — William G.
Somerville, Theodore King, Carol Swan, and Ross Goldstein.

In addition, we are indebted to the representatives of organizations that attended our
meetings, contributed to our discussions, and corresponded with us; representatives of the Office of
the Attorney General, particularly Deputy Attorney General Carmen Shepherd, Chief Counsel for
Opinions and Advice Jack Schwartz, and Assistant Attorney General Mary Lunden; Nikki Baines
Trella and Amanda LaForge of the Office of the Secretary of State; State Prosecutor Stephen
Montanarelli; Curtis B. Gans, Director, Committee for the Study of the American Electorate; the
Office of Election Administration of the Federal Election Commission; election authorities in many
other states who responded to our requests for information; the League of Women Voters of
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Maryland; Peter Francia of the Department of Political Science at the University of Maryland (who
did the registration-deadline study); George Nilson, former Deputy Attorney General and Counsel
to the State Board of Elections, now in private practice; and those many other persons who shared
with us their special expertise in election law and administration.

We thank you for the opportunity we had to participate in this important work and are
available to consult with and assist you as the proposed revision is considered by the General
Assembly.

Sincerely,

Marie Garber
Chairman
Commission to Revise the Election Code



REPORT OF THE COMMISSION TO REVISE
THE ELECTION CODE

Origins of the Commission

The Commission to Revise the Election Code was created by the General Assembly as a

result of the work of the 1995 Task Force to Review the State's Election Law, a bipartisan body

appointed after the 1994 general election to examine and analyze the State's election process and,

if deemed appropriate, to make recommendations to improve it.

In its report, issued December 31 1995, the Task Force stated:

"Among all recommendations received by the Task Force none had
a more emphatic sense of urgency than the call for a comprehensive
revision of Article 33 of the Annotated Code."

Moreover, the Task Force found that the current election code:

". . . is generally acknowledged by those who implement its
provisions to be obsolete, poorly organized, and plagued by gaps that
have been filled on a piecemeal basis by letters of advice and
opinions from the Attorney General's Office. The electoral process
has moved forward in recent decades, leaving the statutory law far
behind. A number of witnesses who appeared before the Task Force,
including the State Prosecutor, representatives of the Attorney
General, and representatives of the local election boards, attested to
its inadequacy."

Accordingly, the first of the recommendations made by the Task Force was for the formation

of a Commission to Revise the Election Code to begin work in mid-1996, with the goal of concluding

its work in time for introduction of legislation in the 1998 Session of the General Assembly.

Statutory Charge

Chapter 431 of the 1996 Session of the General Assembly created the Commission to Revise

the Election Code. (See Appendix A) Appointments to the nine-member bipartisan body were made
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by the Governor, the Speaker and Minority Leader of the House of Delegates, and the President and

Minority Leader of the Senate of Maryland.

In the statute, the Commission was directed to make a comprehensive revision of the Election

Code, based on a full review of the current Code and the election process in all of its aspects.

Archaic provisions were to be removed, and omissions and contradictions were to be resolved. The

revised Code was to be characterized by " . . . clarity, precision, consistence, conformity,

completeness, and effectiveness.. ." and to include " . . . substantive structural changes . . . the

Commission considers necessary to meet the needs of modern election administration."

Goals

At its first meeting, the Commission to Revise the Election Code defined its goals, all of

which had been recommendations of the 1995 Task Force:

• The election code should be understandable and lend itself to easy reference.

• The effectiveness of the State Board should be enhanced. Its grant of authority and

its responsibilities should be clearly defined.

• High performance standards should be established for all aspects of election

administration and they should be uniformly applied throughout the State.

Uniformity, however, should not be imposed so rigidly as to stifle creativity and

preclude innovation. Standards established should not be a search for the least

common denominator, but rather should assure that compliance with the standards

will result in high level performance by all. Finally, there are striking differences

between and among Maryland's 24 local jurisdictions, predominant among which is

size; these cannot be ignored when devising standards that must be applicable to and

feasible for all.
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• Use of technology in election administration should be maximized. It is desirable to

develop a "total election management system" in which the variety of administrative

functions in the election process are tied together in an integrated computer-based

system.

Early Decisions That Guided the Commission's Procedures I

Early in its deliberations, the Commission also made a number of decisions that would

facilitate achievement of its goals and ensure that the final work product would be acceptable to the

General Assembly. These included the following:

• For ease of understanding and reference, the Election Code should be rationally

organized. Subjects to be covered in the statute should be identified, and provisions

relating to each should be brought together in one title. Each title and its

subdivisions should be named in a way that reflects its content. Those who will

benefit from such organization of the law are those who use it — election officials,

legislators and their staff, other public officials, candidates and campaigners, political

activists and civic groups, lobbyists and special interest groups, and the lawyers who

counsel all of them.

o The revised Election Code should set policy. Matters that are essentially procedures

for carrying out those policies should be in regulations adopted by the State Board,

or in guidelines or administrative directives.

• A "Statement of Purpose", defining the aims and intent of the Election Code, should

be adopted by the Commission and made part of the statute.

• Standard nomenclature should be established and used throughout the law for all

processes, concepts, documents, officials, and other entities.



• The numerous "local" provisions of the current Election Code, enacted at the behest

of the legislative representatives of a single county or Baltimore City and applicable

only to that subdivision, should be left unchanged.

• The Commission should make no substantive change in the provisions relating to

campaign finance, to disclosure by persons doing public business, and to voluntary
... !

public contributions for campaign funding. The General Assembly has recently

devoted considerable attention to and made substantial revisions of the Election Law

as it relates to the funding of campaigns. Moreover, the legislation that created the

Commission and framed its charge did not mention campaign finance.

• Any statutory change adopted by the Commission, but deemed to be potentially

controversial, should not be included in the full revised Election Code but will be

presented as a separate bill. The Commission should be guided by the advice of its

legislative members in making decisions as to which proposals should be in separate

bills.

• The Commission should receive input from many sources. Some would be requested

by the Commission and some would be unsolicited; all would be useful in deepening

understanding of the issues we focus on. The Commission should maintain

continuous contact with the State and local election authorities, invite their

contributions on all subjects considered and involve them in our discussions. The

Commission should compile a mailing list of all persons and groups that express

interest in its work, send them notice of all meetings, make available to them all

documents created or received by the Commission, and invite their input and

dialogue. For certain subject areas the Commission should invite persons of



expertise to address its meetings. It also should look to the statutes and practices of

other States for guidance in framing proposals to respond to Maryland's needs.

• Provisions of Article 33 relating to municipalities should not be changed unless there

is a clear consensus from local officials for change.

• The effective date of the revised Election Code will be January 1. 1999. the

beginning of the quadrennial election cycle that starts after the next gubernatorial

election.

Revised Election Code

The revised Election Code will be presented to the General Assembly as cross-filed bills.

Two appendices to this report summarize the content of the revised Election Code: the Outline

(Appendix B), which reflects organization of the material included; and the Summary of Substantive

Changes to Article 33 (Appendix C), which details the differences between the current and the

proposed Code. The full text is presented to the Governor and the General Assembly with this

report.

Eight proposals are submitted as separate bills. A list of them and a summary of the content

of each appears as Appendix D of this report. With each bill, when presented to the General

Assembly, will be a statement of the Commission's reasons for making the proposal.

Recommendations Other Than Legislation

1. Voter Registration Systems

A troublesome aspect of the voter registration system is the lack of currency in the addresses

of individual voters. As a whole, America, including Maryland, is a mobile society. In some parts

of the State, particularly the large jurisdictions which together constitute the bulk of the voter

registry, mobility is high volume and movers seldom take the initiative to notify their election office



of the change of address.

When an election approaches, it is apparent that many addresses on the voter registry are out

of date. Candidates who mail campaign literature to constituents find large quantities returned to

them as undeliverable; jurisdictions that mail a pre-election specimen ballot to voters' residences

experience the same return. At the polls, tens of thousands of voters throughout the State record a

changed address on the Voting Authority Card which is not processed and incorporated into the voter

registry until after election — a circumstance that results in substantial numbers of people voting a

ballot that does not conform to their current residence.

Two places people usually do notify when they move are the United States Postal Service

(USPS) to assure they will receive their mail, and the Motor Vehicle Administration (MVA) to

update the driver's license, on which they depend for identification.

Recognizing that the incorrectness of voters' addresses could call the validity of an election

in question, and that it clearly results in needless mailing costs for candidates and for election

authorities, the Commission recommends that the State Board use the various methods available for

improving the currency of voter addresses.

• Exploit the opportunities of the National Voter Registration Act (NVRA) for placing

voters on an inactive list as a result of the return of routine election office mailings.

(We understand that the State Board, working through an interagency task force

created by the Governor and chaired by the Secretary of State, already has instituted

such a program.)

• Develop a system of obtaining all changes of address promptly from the MVA.

NVRA requires that applicants for driver's licenses be offered voter registration as

part of the application form; that method of registration now accounts for more new



registrations than any other method utilized. While the MVA forwards changes of

address made at MVA by already-registered drivers it does not communicate changes

of address made by phone. If an arrangement for receiving all change-of-address

information promptly could be made, perhaps electronically, it would offer

substantial opportunity for improved address currency at election time.

• State Board regulations authorize the use of the National Change of Address (NCOA)

program of the USPS, but the local boards have not used the program. The

Commission heard a presentation by the Postal Service on this program, but did not

feel it should be included in our proposed legislation since it could be put in place

without a specific statutory mandate.

• A statewide computer-based voter registration system ~ already the subject of a

feasibility study by the State Board ~ could make it possible to transfer a registration

in the event of an intrastate move from one county to another rather than the present

requirement for such a voter to reregister at the new address and that a cancellation

notice be sent to the former county of residence. It could also identify duplicate

registrations which have resulted from re-registration that did not trigger a

cancellation of registration in the county of former residence.

The Commission recognizes that each of these methods is not without administrative

problems. Conferring with postal authorities and with other States that use the methods could give

Maryland the benefit of their experience in surmounting the administrative difficulties in order to

gain the benefits these programs afford. We believe the effort is worthwhile. One national authority

on voter registration suggested that the cost savings of these programs, once fully implemented,

could be substantial enough to pay for themselves after four elections. (See highlights of



presentation by Curtis Gans, Director, Committee for the Study of the American Electorate,

Appendix J.)

2. Recommendations Relating to Petition Verification and Continuation of Party
Registration

Two requests that came to the Commission very late, from persons seeking changes in ballot

access and establishment'of new parties, are included here as recommendations:

• The State Board should establish standards and criteria for rejection of signatures on

a petition, which would be uniformly applied in all local election offices. In each

office a record should be made of the petition verification, including the number of

signatures deemed valid, the number deemed invalid, the reasons (by category) for

invalidation, and the number of invalid signatures in each category. The record

should be available to the petitioning entity (e.g. a candidate, a proposed new party,

or a ballot question sponsor). We believe that such records now are kept by at least

some local boards.

• An individual who records on the individual's original voter registration a party

affiliation that does not represent a party that meets the requirements of a political

party as defined in Maryland law, or who changes party affiliation to such an

affiliation, should be counted among the registrants of such a party when and if it

qualifies. We see no reason why such a person should be denied that party identity,

nor why he or she should not be counted among the registrants of the new party. The

only way this can now be done, in most if not all Maryland counties, is by a manual

search of the original voter registration records. We recommend that the State Board,

as it studies the feasibility of a Statewide voter registration database and moves into



its design phase, include this capability in their proposed system.

Unfinished Business

Four issues that came before the Commission were left unresolved, both because the time

for consideration was too short and because the issues are of a type better left to elected officials.

We refer them to the General Assembly. Two of them relate to resolution of election disputes, and

the impetus for raising the questions came from the litigation following the 1994 gubernatorial

election. The third concerns offenses defined in the election article, and penalties imposed on those

who commit them. The last relates to the timing of the presidential primary election.

1. Should it be possible to contest an election based on a post-election contention that
certain voters were improperly registered?

This question was brought to us by George A. Nilson, a former Deputy Attorney General and

Counsel to the State Board of Elections, now in private practice. (See Nilson letters to the

Commission, August 29 1996 and November 20,1997 (Appendix L). Mr. Nilson's position is that

" .. .an unsuccessful candidate ought not be permitted to litigate the
correctness of the registration rolls after election day and after the
ballots have been cast.... The time for correcting the registration
rolls is before the elections, or in certain instances on election day at
the polls through challengers.

"My recommendation to the Commission was that it propose the
addition of an explicit provision to the Election Code barring
reliance on post-election day challenges to registration of voters in
election contests, subject only to possible exceptions for situations
where the challenger alleges and is able to prove that: (1) the
opposing candidate directly or indirectly participated in causing or
bringing about the challenged improper registrations; or (2) the
improper registrations were caused by the affirmative fraud of
election officials, as opposed to negligence, sloppiness, mistakes or
the like."

The current election code has no explicit provision to this effect. Neither does the revised

code, although it does include opportunity for challenging a registration both before election day and



for challenging identity of a prospective voter at the polls, and for resolution of such disputes.

In view of the confusion in November 1994 in the local election offices, the Commission

believes that the General Assembly should take up this issue. We note, as well, that this ground for

election contest challenge is not unique to Maryland. In Louisiana and in California, members of

Congress seated more than a year ago are still involved in similar challenges and have been forced

to expend hundred of thousands of dollars to defend their legitimacy.

2. What forum should decide a contested election for Governor/Lieutenant Governor?

This question arose out of the case of Sauerbrev v. SABEL. a contest brought and resolved

in Anne Arundel County Circuit Court.

Both Mr. Nilson, who represented Governor Glendening, and Deputy Attorney General

Carmen Shepherd, who worked on the brief to present the State's position, discussed the question

with the Commission (See Appendix L, and also a portion of the pleading that reflects the State's

position, Appendix M.) Both believe that the Constitution vests authority to resolve a contest for

the office of Governor in the House of Delegates.

The discussion made clear to the Commission that there could be serious problems if a

similar election contest again occurs:

• Had the decision of the Anne Arundel County Circuit Court in the 1994 challenge

been appealed, both Deputy Attorney General Shepard and Mr. Nilson believe that

the Court of Appeals might have ruled that the House of Delegates was the

appropriate forum for resolution. By that time, Inauguration Day might have come

and gone.

• If the contest is to be resolved in the House of Delegates, which House? Those

members still in office from the previous election four years ago, or the newly
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elected House?

• Is the House of Delegates the appropriate forum for resolution of a contested

gubernatorial election? Mr. Nilson believes not, and suggests a Constitutional

Amendment transferring authority to the Courts, for the following reasons:
> i

"(a) The need to have a decision rendered by a decision-
maker accustomed to resolving factual disputes.

(b) The desirability of having a matter of such importance
resolved by an entity that is perceived to be apolitical, and
hopefully is apolitical.

(c) The importance of having the decision made by an entity
and in a proceeding in which the public -will have confidence
that its right to decide who the next Governor of the State will
be has not somehow been taken away from it.

(d) The need to have the decision committed to an entity
capable of acting swiftly, so that the questions and issues
presented can be decided before the time set by the
Constitution for the Governor to commence his or her term of
office."

The Commission agreed that should such a contest be filed, the potential for grave

consequences is real unless these ambiguities are resolved. We suggest that the General Assembly

set up a special committee of its members to study the question and to propose appropriate

Constitutional and/or statutory changes. Meantime, the General Assembly should adopt rules and

develop procedures for coping with a gubernatorial election contest should one be referred to them.

3. Title 16, Offenses and Penalties.

The Commission focused on this last title of its revised code too late to give it the attention

it deserved in order to make judgments regarding revision. Accordingly, the title — with few
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exceptions - is a rewrite of provisions of the source law.1

Even our cursory review of provisions relating to offenses and penalties made clear that

offenses should be categorized to reflect rational differentiation based on severity of the offense, and

penalties should conform to the nature of the offense to which they relate. Many penalties as now

stated are seriously outdated and so ridiculously low they represent little or no deterrent.

To make this revision of the Election Code complete, the Commission urges the General

Assembly to address the subject of Offenses and Penalties relating to elections.

At the suggestion of the Attorney General's office, we sought review and input from the

State Prosecutor and from the State's Attorney Coordinator. The State Prosecutor responded, and

his observations and suggestions will be helpful to those who update the title, particularly with

respect to grouping of offenses in categories and conforming penalties to them. (See Appendix N,

letter, with enclosure, from State Prosecutor Stephen Montanarelli) The State's Attorneys deferred

to the State Prosecutor on this issue, noting that election law violations commonly are referred to that

office.

4. Presidential Primary.

The Commission discussed the timing of primary elections in presidential election years,

noting that turnout is usually quite low. A summary of the issues involved, including the concept

of a regional primary, is included in Appendix K.

1 Among the changes from current law: Repeal of the provision which prohibits a person from allowing
his ballot to be seen by another; repeal of the provision that makes the distribution by an election judge of a list of
persons who have or have not voted a penitentiary offense; creation of a new felony offense — tampering with an
electronic voting system, which could corrupt an entire election — with a fitting penalty for violation.
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Conclusion: The Need for Adequate Funding

The 1995 Task Force to Review the State's Election Law, which urged the creation of this

Commission, made clear .that to rebuild and upgrade Maryland's election system would require a

commitment from the State that would include substantial financial support. Task Force Chairman

George Beall said wherlhe transmitted the group's report to the Governor:

"While the Report of this Task Force contains other thoughtful,
particularized recommendations for improvement of the electoral
process which should be reflected in a comprehensive revision of the
Election Code, the central recommendation is that the Governor and
the General Assembly recognize a compelling State responsibility for
the organization, administration, and financing of Maryland's
election systems.

There is obviously monetary cost associated with improving the way
in which voters are registered and elections are conducted. There
are also cost savings that will flow automatically from better
technology and management. Regrettably, the time has now come for
the State to spend money to effect long overdue modernization,
professionalization, and reorganization.

The Task Force emphatically invites leadership from the State in
acknowledging, as a matter of public policy, the current need to
commit the resources necessary to implement these
recommendations. The legislative members of this Task Force have
already demonstrated their own commitment to this important
mission by generously giving of their time to attend every public
meeting and offering experienced, constructive counsel. Your
equivalent support will assure attainment of a more modern, better
organized and well administered elections system for the entire State
of Maryland."

This Commission concurs in the Task Force position. Throughout our work, and particularly

in the decision-making, we realized that the purposes reflected in our draft legislation and

recommendations will not be achieved without adequate financial support. Specifically, if the State

Board of Elections is to have the professional expertise to effectively direct the work of the local

boards; if the use of technology is to be expanded to its maximum potential; if citizens are to trust
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and respect their election process; if, as the Governor said recently, Maryland's administration of

elections is to be "a national model to be emulated by other states", then adequate funding is

essential.
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APPENDIX A

CHAPTER 431

(House Bill 127)

AN ACT concerning

Commission to Revise the Election Code

FOR the purpose of creating a Commission to Revise the Election Code; specifying the
composition, powers, and duties of the Commission; providing for the staffing of the
Commission; requiring the Commission to report its findings and recommendations,
including suggested legislative changer., to the Governor and the General Assembly
by a certain date; providing for the termination of this Act; and generally relating to
the establishment of the Commission to Revise the Election Code.

BY adding to
Article 41 - Governor - Executive and Administrative Departments
Section 1&-309
Annotated Code of Maryland
(1993 Replacement Volume and 1995 Supplement)

Preamble

WHEREAS, During the 1995 Session, the General Assembly enacted legislation
to establish the Task Force to Review the State's Election Law to analyze Maryland's
election process in the wake of the contentious 1994 general election; and

WHEREAS, Over the course of the summer and fall of 1995, the Task Force to
Review the State's Election Law received considerable testimony from individuals
involved in the State's election process; and

WHEREAS, The comments and testimony of State and local election law officials
and other individuals involved in the administration and enforcement of the election laws
consistently affirmed that a comprehensive, substantive revision of Article 33 of the
Annotated Code is required in order to remove archaic provisions and resolve omissions
and contradictions that exist in the current law; and

WHEREAS, The usual Code Revision process is limited to making stylistic,
restructuring, nonsubstantive changes in the law, but not substantive revisions; and

WHEREAS, A major substantive revision of Article 33 is required to make the law
comport with the needs of modern election administration, to make the law mesh with the
realities of current and future technologies, and to clarify the respective roles of election
boards and professional administrators at the local and State level; and

WHEREAS, The Task Force did not have the time needed to accomplish the level
of significant rewriting of the election law that is so urgently required; now, therefore,

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF
MARYLAND, That the Laws of Maryland read as follows:
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Article 41 - Gofcmor - Executive and Administrative Departments

18-309.

(A) THERE IS A COMMISSION TO REVISE THE ELECTION CODE

(B) THE COMMISSION SHALL BE COMPOSED OF NINE MEMBERS APPOINTED
AS FOLLOWS:

(1) TWO INDIVIDUALS DESIGNATED BY THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE
OF DELEGATES AND ONE INDIVIDUAL DESIGNATED BY THE MINORITY LEADER OF
THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES;

(2) TWO INDIVIDUALS DESIGNATED BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE
SENATE OF MARYLAND AND ONE INDIVIDUAL DESIGNATED BY THE MINORITY
LEADER OF THE SENATE; AND

(3) THREE INDIVIDUALS DESIGNATED BY THE GOVERNOR n m i C T O t G
TIIE DEMOGRAPHIC MAKEUP OF THE STATE INCLUDING ONE INDIVIDUAL
Appoprnzp BY Tim GOVERNOR IHOM A LIST or THREE NAMES SUBMITTED DY THE
CHAIRPERSON OF THE REPUBLICAN PAHTY, AT LEAST ONE OF WHOM SHALL BE A
MEMBER OF 77IEMNOR1TY PARTY.

(Q THE GOVERNOR SHALL DESIGNATE THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
COMMISSION.

(D) A MEMBER OF THE COMMISSION MAY NOT RECEIVE COMPENSATION FOR
SERVING ON THE COMMISSION, BUT IS ENTITLED TO REIMBURSEMENT FOR
EXPENSES UNDER THE STANDARD STATE TRAVEL REGULATIONS, AS PROVIDED IN
THE STATE BUDGET.

(E) THE COMMISSION SHALL:

(1) REVIEW ARTICLE 33 OF THE ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND, AND
OTHER STATUTORY LAW RELATING TO ANY ASPECT OF THE ELECTIONS PROCESS,
FOR CLARITY, PRECISION, CONSISTENCY, CONFORMITY, COMPLETENESS, AND
EFFECTIVENESS;

(2) REVIEW THE SELECTION, OPERATION, AND ORGANIZATION OF THE
STATE ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD OF ELECTION LAWS AND THE LOCAL BOARDS OF
SUPERVISORS OF ELECTIONS;

(3) REVIEW THE LAW RELATING TO THE INTEGRATION OF COMPUTER
TECHNOLOGY INTO THE ADMINISTRATION OF ELECTIONS;

(4) REVIEW THE LAW RELATING TO THE CONDUCT OF ELECTIONS,
INCLUDING:

(I) POLLING PLACE SELECTION AND PROCEDURES PRIOR TO,
DURING, AND AFTER AN ELECTION;

(II) STANDARDS FOR VOTING SYSTEMS;

, (HI) REGISTRATION OF VOTERS;

(IV) THE SELECTION, TRAINING, AND COMPENSATION OF
ELECTION JUDGES;
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(V) THE ABSENTEE VOTING PROCESSES;

(VI) POST-ELECTION PROCEDURES; AND

(VD) ANY OTHER MATTERS THAT THE COMMISSION CONSIDERS
APPROPRIATE; AND

(5) SUBMIT A COMPREHENSIVE REVISION OF THE ELECTION CODE
THAT REMOVES ARCHAIC PROVISIONS, RESOLVES OMISSIONS AND
CONTRADICTIONS, AND INCORPORATES SUBSTANTIVE, STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN
THE CURRENT LAW THAT THE COMMISSION CONSIDERS NECESSARY TO MEET THE
NEEDS OF MODERN ELECTION ADMINISTRATION.

(F) THE COMMISSION MAY EXPEND FUNDS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
CTATEDUDGET.

( 6 ) THE COMMISSION SHALL EMPLOY A STAFF DIRECTOR WHO SHALL
RECEIVE COMPENSATION AS PROVIDED IN THE BUDGET.

(H) THE DEPARTMENT OF LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SHALL PROVIDE STAFF
SERVICES TO THE COMMISSION.

(Gi THE COMMISSION SHALL ISSUE A FINAL REPORT OF ITS FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS, INCLUDING A DRAFT REVISION OF THE ELECTION CODE, TO
THE GOVERNOR AND, SUBJECT TO § 2-1312 OF THE STATE GOVERNMENT ARTICLE,
TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON OR BEFORE DECEMBER 31,1997.

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect
June 1, 1996. It shall remain effective until December 31, 1997, and at the end of
December 31, 1997, with no further action required by the General Assembly, this Act
shall be abrogated and of no further force and effect.

Approved May 14, 1996.
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Commission to Revise the Election Code
Marie M. Garber, Chairman

December 91997

OUTLINE - REVISED ARTICLE 33

Title No.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Name of Title

Definitions and General Provisions

Powers and Duties of the State and Local Boards

Voter Registration

Political Parties

Candidates

Petitions

Questions

Elections

Voting

Subtitle 1 - Voting Systems
Subtitle 2 - Ballots
Subtitle 3 - Absentee Voting

10. Polling Places

Subtitle 1 - Sites
Subtitle 2 - Election Judges
Subtitle 3 - Procedures

11. Canvassing

12. Contested Elections

13. Campaign Finance

14. Disclosure by Persons Doing Public Business

15. Public Financing Act

16. Offenses and Penalties
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APPENDIX B

ARTICLE 33 - ELECTION CODE

Title 1. Definitions and General Provisions

Subtitle 1. Definitions.

1-101. Definitions.
(a) Generally.
(b) Absentee ballot.
(c) Authorized candidate campaign committee.
(d) Ballot or official ballot.
(e) Ballot face.
(f) Ballot issue committee.
(g) Ballot style.
(h) Campaign manager.
(i) Candidate.
(j) Contest.
(k) Contribution.
(1) County.
(m) Document Ballot.
(n) Driver's license.
(o) Elderly.
(p) Election.
(q) Electronic storage format.
(r) Executive Director.
(s) Expenditure.
(t) Handicapped.
(u) Independent expenditure.
(v) Infamous crime.
(w) Local board.
(x) Majority party.
(y) Partisan organization.
(z) Political committee.
(aa) Political party.
(bb) Precinct.
(cc) Precinct register.
(dd) Principal minority party.
(ee) Principal political parties.
(ff) Registered voter.
(gg) Sample ballot.
(hh) Slate.
(ii) Specimen ballot.
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(jj) State Board.
(kk) Treasurer.
(11) Voting machine.
(mm) Voting machine ballot.
(nn) Voting system.
(oo) Write-in candidate.
(pp) Write-in vote.

Subtitle 2. Statement of Purpose.

1-201. Statement of purpose.

Subtitle 3. General Provisions.

1-301. Computation of time.
(a) Generally.
(b) Exception.

1-302. Transmittal of document by facsimile.
(a) Generally.
(b) Exception.

Title 2. Powers and Duties of the State and Local Boards

Subtitle 1. State Board

2-101. In general.
(a) Membership.
(b) Office; staff.
(c) Appointment.
(d) Oath.
(e) Political party affiliation.
(f) Term.
(g) Vacancy,
(h) Chairman.
(i) Compensation.

2-102. Powers and Duties.
(a) Generally.
(b) Specific powers and duties.

2-103. Executive Director.
(a) Generally.
(b) Specific powers and duties.

2-104. Statewide Biennial Preelection Meeting.
(a) Generally.
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(b) Mandatory attendance; exceptions.
(c) Time; place; purpose.
(d) Reimbursement of expenses.

2-105. Judicial Proceedings; Intervention by State Board.
2-106. Records Management.

(a) Generally.
(b) Use of record as evidence in court.

Subtitle 2. Local Boards

2-201. Organization.
(a) Generally.
(b) Membership.
(c) Appointment.
(d) Term.
(e) Oath.
(f) Removal.
(g) Appointment process,
(h) Filling of vacancies.
(i) President of local board,
(j) Special provision - Prince George's County.

2-202. Powers and Duties.
(a) Applicability.
(b) Powers and duties.
(c) Special provision - Garrett County.

2-203. Local Government Funding.
2-204. Compensation of Local Board Members.

(a) Regular members.
(b) Substitute members.

2-205. Counsel to local board.
(a) Generally.
(b) Compensation.
(c) Additional compensation.

2-206. Election director.
(a) Powers and duties.
(b) Appeal to local board.

2-207. Local board employees.
(a) Applicability.
(b) Method of funding not affected.
(c) Personnel system requirements.
(d) Voter registration required.
(e) Restrictions.
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