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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

According to published reports, approximately orikion (1,000,000) democrats participated in the
Texas Democratic Party’s 2008 primary caucus, okielming the system and causing logistical challenge
uniformly across the state. Although the Texas Denatic Party greatly benefited from capturing deth
contact information on mostly new participants, fdet remains that these logistical challengescedfithe

experience for vast numbers, many of whom weréfiinge caucus goers.

Convention participants throughout the state exge@sheir concern regarding the logistical chaksng
some feeling that the use of the nation’s only lybaucus system exasperated those challengestessilaof
these concerns, Texas Democratic Party Chairmad Bighie appointed State Senator Royce West ta tinai

Advisory Committee on the Texas Democratic Partpv@ntion/Caucus System to examine the issue.

The Advisory Committee on the Texas DemocraticyP@dnvention/Caucus System was charged with
studying the intricacies of our state's electiostey, specifically to provide an overall assessmétite conduct
of the 2008 Texas Convention system, which includesis not limited to:

i)  The method of delivery of convention materialhtConvention Chairs (e.g. sign-in sheets) and
ultimately to the convention itself;

ii)  The adequacy of the eligibility verification thaeiocrats voted in the 2008 Democratic Primary as a
precursor to participation in the convention system

iii)  The utility of the TDP Rules themselves in howotwlact/administer one’s precinct and/or
county/senatorial district convention; and

iv)  The reporting of the results of the concluded catigas, ensuring both the accuracy and integrityhef
reported data.

The Committee conducted a series of meetings, tiptre public, featuring testimonies from Democrats

around the state. As a result, several categofigmdification were identified:

i) Simplify the rules for conducting caucuses

i)  Simplify the method of conducting caucuses

iii) Impose more controls on the conduct of caucuses

iv)  Impose more controls on the conduct of caucus-goers

v)  Simplify and impose more controls on the complaimat challenge process

vi)  Make the caucus more representative

The committee developed an interim report regarthegdata pursuant to the testimony and findings,

submitted the report to the full body of the TDBtate Democratic Executive Committee on June 69 20@d
held a final committee on August 8, 2009 to finaliecommendations and present them to the Rulesn@tea
of the SDEC for further action.
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The 2008 election cycle created a historic pealltidimate for Democrats in Texas. Over 2.8 million
Democrats voted in our Primary and approximately wnillion participated in our convention/caucus
system. Such a groundswell of participation by BeRamocrats produced the momentum needed to
fuel a thrust into the General Election that cagduenough of the vote to finally bring attentionmexas

by the DNC and national political entities for 2@10 cycle.

However, this surge of participation presented magistical challenges for some of our Precinct,

County and Senatorial District conventions - pattdy in the urban areas.

Some convention participants throughout the stgpeessed their concern over the use of the hybrid
system in Texas. As a result of these concernsasTBemocratic Party Chairman Boyd Richie
appointed State Senator Royce West to chair thésAdyvCommittee on the Texas Democratic Party

Convention/Caucus System to examine the issue.

The Advisory Committee on the Texas DemocraticyP@rnvention/Caucus System was charged
with studying the intricacies of our state's elmttsystem. The Committee conducted a series of

meetings, open to the public, featuring testimofries Democrats around the state.

Those unable to attend any of the hearings wereueaged to submit written testimony by e-
mailing it to the Committee. This open examinatidithe Convention/Caucus process was fashioned to
inform and educate our Party leadership, electédiaf and the general public about how best to

approach the issue of potential modifications ®@wnvention process in Texas.

Countless hours of research, testimony and déizate been invested in this Advisory Committee
report regarding the core functionality of the Tek@Eemocratic Party’s Convention/Caucus system on
behalf of every voting Democrat in the state of d&x

This is document is representative of the facteegad and serves as the Convention/Caucus
Advisory Committee’s recommendation to the StatenDeratic Executive Committee -- Rules

Committee.
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HISTORY OF THE HYBRID PRIMARY/CAUCUS SYSTEM

Prior to 1988 (with the exception of 1976) the Tek@®emocratic Party used the convention system
to allocate and select delegates to the National/@ution.

Before 1960, primary and precinct conventions wesle on the fourth Saturday in July with the
county conventions held the following week. Durprgsidential election years, an additional precinct
convention was held the first Saturday in May andcdditional county convention on the fourth
Tuesday that same month. There were also two abateentions; a “Presidential Convention” early in
the summer and a “Governor’s Convention” latetia year. The delegates often differed between the
two conventions, and after 1960, the Texas Demiodrarty eliminated the dual conventions by
moving the primary to May. However, the practicehofding a second state convention, the
“Governor’s Convention,” continued through 1984rdugh 1968 all conventions were subject to “Unit
Rule” and the majority took all.

The 1972 Convention was the first conducted urtdeMcGovern-Fraser Guidelines. These
guidelines were a set of Democratic National CorteaiRules that mandated proportional
representation and diversity quotas. It was aleditkt time the Texas Democratic Party had fully
codified, widely available rules for the convengado follow. In 1976, the Texas Democratic Partghe
its first binding presidential primary. The primamas driven by legislation designed to be a sort of
“winner take all” by senate district and by indival delegate candidates. The delegates themselves
appeared on the ballot with their Presidentialgnezice. President Carter won all but three of the
elected delegates under this system. By the megidential primary, delegate allocations returtzed
the conventions and the Texas Democratic Partytaddpe use of a hon-binding primary, known as a
“beauty contest” primary. Fortunately, the resolishe non-binding primary and the Conventions were
quite similar. The nomination was still undecided ¢he process still very much alive when the
presidential campaigns rolled into Texas in 198¢ aAesult of the nearly 500,000 delegates who
attended precinct conventions that year, the systemined and in many instances failed. Frequently,
spaces were not adequate to accommodate crowdipamwaere very high, order was difficult, and
overall fairness suffered.

Reform of the system began in December of 1984 Wiemas Democratic Party Chair Bob Slagle
appointed a 45 member “Presidential Selection Casiom” composed of legislators, State Democratic
Executive Committee members, and leaders of marty panstituencies for the purpose of considering
changes in party rules and the Election Code rgjdat delegate selection. Slagle chaired the

Commission with state party and national committenbers serving as ex-officio members. The
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Commission met on a series of Saturdays througkember 1984 and January 1985. They heard
substantive testimony from legislators and exgeots both Texas and other states. They considdled a
manner of changes including a split-day primarypésating the presidential and general primaried) an
approval voting (a rank by preference voting sy3térhey also urged changes in the national Primary
window — including narrowing it, not allowing exdems to it, and moving Texas to the front of it —
that are still relevant today. After substantidiliiration, the Commission, with only one dissegtin
vote, recommended the hybrid primary/caucus systemently in use.

The Commission’s recommendations passed the Statogratic Executive Committee as a rules
change with the required super majority in Febrd®85 and the necessary revisions were added to the
Texas Election Code in the first Called Sessiolofahg the 1985 session of the Texas Legislature.

The system calls for a 75% Primary and 25% Cautsiah of the delegation (excluding pledged
Party and Elected Official Delegates). The pratefect of this is that the Texas pledged delexati
division is 65% Primary and 35% Caucus. All indivéd delegates are selected through the convention
process with the delegates allocated under theapyiselected in senate district caucuses and the
delegates allocated under the caucus, the “At-Latgkegates, are selected at the precinct, coamiy,
state level conventions. The division of deleg#etsveen senate districts is driven by a formula tha
gives equal weight to votes in that district foe themocratic candidates for President and Govemor
the most recent election and is one of the Demiadiitional Committee approved options because this
division represents a rural/urban compromise. Tekes have two major Democratic National
Committee exemptions: one for the entire hybridesyswhich is the only one of its kind, and a second
to operate by state senate, as opposed to cormrakslistricts.

In the highly contested Presidential Primary of & @Be first Super-Tuesday year), the new system
worked well. Those who voted in the primary werevided the opportunity for broad meaningful
participation while the caucuses brought new nusbéactive Democrats. Until the 2008 Primary,
however, every presidential primary was simply dwefiore Texas would hold its primary. Since the
results were pre-determined, participation was I®uring this time however, some party leaders
suggested abolishing the precinct conventions.dnyprecincts, conventions were often not held or
lacked anyone with the requisite knowledge neededake use of or take charge of the convention.
This past cycle, the Texas Democratic Party didescof trainings around the state and most county
parties made serious efforts to prepare for the@ations. However, twenty years of low participatio
coupled with the high volume of participants in #8808 Primary have created logistical challenges th

need to be overcome.
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TDP CHAIRMAN RICHIE’'S CHARGE TO THE ADVISORY COMMIT TEE

The surge of participation during the 2008 elactigcle, when combined with Texas’ unique hybrid

primary/caucus system, presented some logisticdlestges for many precinct and county/senatorial

district conventions. In response to the concefmeany voters, Texas Democratic Party Chairman

Boyd Richie charged the Advisory Committee on tleeds Democratic Party Convention/Caucus

System to address these concerns.

Specifically, the Advisory Committee was chargedhwihe following:

1)
2)

3)

4)

Hear and consider voter testimony of Texas Demsavhb wish to speak in support of or against

the current structure of the Texas primary/conwentiybrid system;

Consider any other relevant data/information presebefore the Committee which helps inform

the committee’s deliberations and investigation;

Provide an overall assessment of the conduct d2@8 Texas Convention system, which includes,

but is not limited to:

i) The method of delivery of convention materialsite Convention Chairs (e.g. sign-in sheets)
and ultimately to the convention itself;

ii) The adequacy of the eligibility verification thaemocrats voted in the 2008 Democratic
Primary as a precursor to participation in the @mtion system;

iif) The utility of the TDP Rules themselves in how tmduct/administer one’s precinct and/or
county/senatorial district convention; and

iv) The reporting of the results of the concluded cotieas, ensuring both the accuracy and
integrity of the reported data.

Provide a formal written recommendation to the Reremt Rules Committee of the State

Democratic Convention.
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ACTION TAKEN BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

On April 4, 2008, Chairman Richie held a conferecak with Senator Royce West to discuss the
possibility of creating a committee to review thex@s Convention/Caucus system and make
recommendations for either abolishing the systemgireenting the system or retaining the current
system. West accepted the task and together thejlaped a list of possible committee members from
current SDEC members, county chairs, precinct shparty activists and elected officials from every
region of the state. Several of those names iedymtrsons who had originally participated in the
development of the current hybrid caucus system.

Once the committee was solidified, Chairman Riétseied a charge to the committee on April 22,
2008, initiating the exhaustive work representethis report.

The actions taken in response to the committeegelfaom Chairman Richie were designed to elicit as
much response from the public as possible, to plppssess those responses, and accurately réport t
suggestions made by active members of the Demodratty.

Specifically, the actions of the committee included

1) Soliciting online responses from the Texas DemazRdrty website
2) Distributing surveys to state democratic conventitendees
3) Holding hearings at eleven locations and solicitimdten and oral testimony from the public:
a) June 7, 2008- State Democratic Convention—Austfi, T
b) July 7, 2008- Austin Community College—Austin, TX
c) Sept. 6, 2008- Harlingen Public Library—Harling&ix
d) October 4, 2008- El Paso Community College—EI| PaX0,
e) October 17, 2008- Maverick Activities Center at Bifington—Arlington, TX
f) October 18, 2008- Stephen F. Austin State Uniwersiacogdoches, TX
g) November 8, 2008- Science Spectrum—Lubbock, TX
h) November 14, 2008- AFL-CIO Building—Austin, TX
i) December 17, 2008- Thurgood Marshall RecreatiortéCerDallas, TX
j) December 19, 2008- CWA Hall—Houston, TX
k) December 20, 2008- San Antonio Area ProgressiviAdoalition—San Antonio, TX
4) Convening committee meetings and conference calls
a) April 4, 2008- Organizational Conference Call
b) June 16, 2008- Second Conference Call
c) February 7, 2009- Full Committee Meeting
d) March 7, 2009- Report Abstract Subcommittee Meeting
e) June 4, 2009 — Full Committee Interim Advisory Re@onference Call
f) June 6, 2009 — Presentation of Interim Report¢éoState Democratic Executive Committee
g) June 24, 2009-First Committee Meeting to Deternrileeommendations to the SDEC
h) August 8, 2009 — Final Committee Meeting to DeteeriRecommendations to the SDEC

( 1
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE AND DATA GATHERED BY THE COMMI TTEE

The responses received through the various metrogtoyed by the Advisory Committee were
both numerous and complementary. Over 300 peepfgonded online, approximately 2,780 people
returned the surveys at the State Democratic Cdiorerand 232 individuals provided oral and written
testimony at hearings across the state. The respamere tabulated into categories to provide
quantitative data for comparison, and the commandssuggestions provided in those responses were
summarized and developed into specific recommenasfior the State Democratic Executive
Committee. The categorized tabulations are pravidehis section of the report. They are sepdrate
by method and, when possible, subdivided into lteal

Texas Democratic Party Online Survey Results

m [0 Fzvor of Current System

m Caucus Too Complicated

B Caucuses Less Representative

Of those “In Favor,” modifications, if any, speeifi:

W Address Complications

Bigger Venue

M Change to Saturday

m Need Closed
Primaries/Caucuses

m Change % Awarded to
Caucuses

= No Caucuses for
Presidential Delegates

1 378 responses were received online (of theseeB@ in favor of current system, 72 felt that theauses were too
complicated, 65 felt there were a lack of contrBBfelt the caucuses were less representativé4mnckere unrelated
responses)

(5.

\ J



State Democratic Convention Survey Results

One-third of the Texas pledged delegates are aidca
via the caucus process. What fraction is appragliat

Much of the caucus and convention process is gedernp
by state law. Would you support a bill that givesttol
of the process to the parties?

LIV B ves
None . No

B

Bz

B Other

Should precinct conventions be held:

The countyeantions are held 25 days after the
primary. Is that

B on election night
. On the Saturday after
. At another time

B About Right
Too Late
Too Soon

7%

Precincts are allocated one delegate to the cdonty
Senate District) convention for every 15 votes éaist
the Democratic candidates for governor in the mevi
election. Precincts also get an equal number of
alternates. Is that

Precincts (and Senate Districts) are allocated one
delegate to the state convention for every 180svotst
for the Democratic candidate for governor in the
previous election (and an equal number of altes)ate
that

Not enough county
delegates
B The right number
Too many county
delegates

. Not enough state

delegates

B The right number
Too many state

delegates

Should we allow county delegates to sign into their
county conventions online and print their own
credentials?

Should county credentials committees be constituted
before the county conventions in order to resolve
credentials challenges ahead of time?

Yes

.No

V. N
o R
L
N 4

Yes

.No

2 Questions returned with no response were not dretiin the charts




Should the statewide credentials committee be
constituted before the state convention in order to
resolve credentials challenges ahead of time?

Precinct business, such as the selection of delsgat
the state convention, is currently conducted atcthety
or senate district convention. Should precincts be
allowed to conduct their business ahead of time?

. Yes

.No

. Yes
. No

the national convention) is currently done at tages
convention. Should Senate Districts be allowed to
conduct their business ahead of time?

Much Senate District business (such as electingGSDE
members, committee slots and delegates & alterfate

o

. Yes
. No

Statewide Results from Oral and Written Testimony aHearings®

Key

—. In Favor of Current System
Bl in Favor, w/ Modification

. Opposed to Currenteys
B “resource” or Uncomneitt




( ]
o)

Testimony at Hearings By Locatiori

Key

—. In Favor of Current System
D In Favor, w/ Modification

] Opposed to Currenteys

. “Resource” or Uncomneitt

Harlingen (Sep. 6)

El Paso (Oct. 4)

Arlington (Oct. 17)

l 17%

14%

0%

Nacogdoches (Oct. 18)

Lubbock (Nov. 8}

Austin (Nov. 14)°

0%

0%

\6%

Dallas (Dec. 17}

Houston (Dec. 19§

San Antonio (Dec. 26

4%J

“ The positions of witnesses were tabulated usimgneent cards filled out prior to giving testimony

® 6 individuals submitted written or oral testimanyHarlingen

© 15 submitted written or oral testimony individuaisEl Paso with 1 opposed providing duplicateibeshy

732 individuals submitted written or oral testimdnyArlington with 1 opposed providing duplicatestienony

811 individuals submitted written or oral testimdnyNacogdoches with 1 resource providing duplitaggimony

® 9 individuals submitted written or oral testimanyLubbock

054 individuals submitted written or oral testimdnyAustin with 6 opposed providing duplicate testiny (the July 7
hearing testimony was provided by neutral patties offered their expertise on possible alterrestjv

11 34 individuals submitted written or oral testimdnyDallas with 5 opposed providing duplicate testhy

1250 individuals submitted written or oral testimdnyHouston with 1 opposed providing duplicateitashy

1338 individuals submitted written or oral testimdnySan Antonio with 2 opposed providing duplicestimony

NOTE: Individuals testifying multiple times, |.E. prowd) “Duplicate Testimony” were counted once attfiisaring location

( 1
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Opposition to Current System by Location

TDP Convention Survey
TDP On-Line Survey
Harlingen Caucus Hearing

El Paso Caucus Hearing

<]
—

"~
"

Arlington Caucus Hearing

<

<
L
\
"4

Nacogdoches Caucus Hearing

Lubbock Caucus Hearing

Austin Caucus Hearing

Percentage
]
.
S
-
© ® N o ok~ DN

Dallas Caucus Hearing
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 10. Houston Caucus Hearing
Location 11. San Antonio Caucus Hearing

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC TESTIMONY AND DATA GATHERED

The early responses, collected through state-wiethods (online and state convention surveys),
show that a majority of voters oppose the currgstesn as is. However, the responses that were
capable of being subdivided by city (hearings)datk that the opposition to the primary/caucusesyst
may be geographically and demographically dividedrthermore, when the reasons for opposition are
considered, the data shows that most people disagtle the method of conducting caucuses (too
complicated and lack of process and procedurakals)f rather than disagreeing with the system in
general.

A majority of people in favor of the current systaevertheless believe that the Party should
simplify the process and impose more controls. tRemmajority of voters who expressed opposition to
the current system online, these issues were #sons they now favor a strict primary system. For
others opposed to the caucus system, includingerityeof voters at the Austin hearing and a
substantial minority of the voters who respondelihenthe issue with the caucus was more
fundamental. These voters oppose the caucus systeanse they believe it resulted in the
underrepresentation of some due to circumstangembeheir control. However, recommendations
were given by these voters as possible changesdbéd improve the hybrid primary/caucus system if
put in place by the Party. These proposals, akasdghe proposals that were corroborated by other

voters, are listed in the following section.

( |
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Texas Election code was last revised prior ttvé widespread use of home computers, the
internet, texting and other modern communication tmls. We strongly urge the revision and
modification of the Texas Election code to embracthe new communication technologies. The
Texas State Democratic Party rules should be modéd to reflect the availability of technological

advancements to inform Democratic voters.

Simplify the rules for conducting caucuses

Assign precinct chairs the role of permanent conveion chair when available. Under current
TDP rules, the precinct chair acts as the temparanyention chair, calls the meeting to order and
announces the temporary roll. The actual busiokEfte convention begins after a permanent chair,
secretary, and other officers are elected. Theenumethod allows for removal of the person who is
most likely to be able to conduct the conventioopgrly in favor of voters who may be attending thei
first convention. This measure would make theipahair the permanent convention chair. It wioul
ensure that precinct chairs, who are already knamdhlikely have experience or are capable of being
trained beforehand, remain in control of the capand would prevent management of the caucus by
inexperienced or biased individuals. It would ascourage “Top of the Ticket” campaigns to be more
proactive in aggressively organizing precinct chaind may cause such positions to be more
competitive and sought after in the future.

= This measure would require rule and statutory caaragd will have no fiscal impact

]Permit holding county and senate district conventins outside the jurisdiction or at different
times if the circumstances make it impractical to d otherwise. Under the Election Code, Section
174.062, senate district conventions must be haldmthe jurisdiction of the district within theoanty.
County conventions must be held within county linEsmpowering the county chair or some other
elected official to change the location in certailcumstances would allow the use of larger faegito
prevent overcrowding. H.B. No. 2101 passed by8ttiETexas Legislature, relates only to the place for
the convening of a county convention. The stateateatic executive committee must revise the state
rules to reflect this new legislative action.

The committee recommends that the State Demodtadcutive Committee consider granting
authority to the State Democratic Chair to granivems authorized by H.B. No. 2101.

( |
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= This measure would require rule changes and mag adiscal impact to the political division

handling the convention. .

Create a “best practices” handbook. The creation of a “best practices” handbook walldw
voters and officials to be able to learn from paittakes and better prepare for upcoming electidins.
could be posted online to ensure accessibilityltoaaicus attendees, especially those desiring
leadership and delegate roles. However, the carddwonventions varies among areas, such as urban

versus rural. “Best practices” may differ amongsthareas.

= No rule or statutory change necessary for this nreaand there would be a negligible fiscal

impact for printing if added to the TDP Rule boakpoepared online

Simplify Rules, Formulas, Sign In and Caucus Votind’rocedure. Create uniform forms that
can be used statewide For example create forms for delegates andnaites elected at their precinct,
county or senatorial convention can use as protifaif election. Measures to simplify the process
would help increase the ease of the process ampagitipants and quicken the pace of the caucus

process. However, many of the rules were desigsezbntrols to reduce possible mistakes.
= This measure would require rule change and fisophtt would vary depending on changes

Poll Lists Used to Verify Voter Eligibility. The committee recommends that the Party request the
Secretary of State to instruct all county electifficials and authorities to provide separate fists for
each precinct on election-day. Paired or combpredinct lists of registered voters shall not beged.

The committee also recommends that steps be madi&dduce legislation promoting such resolve.

= This measure would require statutory changes atidhawe no fiscal impact

Comment [T1]: I've reached out to
Rep. Pierson’s office regarding this
legislation. Her bill only allows for
moving the County Convention and does
not address moving the Senatorial
Convention. Her chief of staff, Maurine|
(sp) stated that when crafting the
legislation, leg council found a statute
already in place that allowed for moving
the senate district convention. She
furthermore stated, it was discussed thg
creating a provision to allow for a date
change of the convention would require
constitutional amendment and with the
ability to move the location, the need to
change the date should be nullified. (I
and Ruben agree.)

| have requested Maurine’s assistance
in identifying the statute allowing
senatorial district conventions to be
moved. Our recommendation may need
to be altered to only reflect that the SDEC
make a rule change to allow the party
(State Chair approval) to move
conventions. Depending on findings, we
may need to include a recommendation
that a statutory change be sought to allpw
senatorial district conventions to be
moved as well. —Daniel Clayton 9-24-09
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Simplify the method of conducting caucuses

Provide training and certification for Democrats prior to holding conventions. Create a
certification and training program to ensure tihat Chair or any Democrat has the requisite knovdedg
to properly hold a convention. The party is eneged to support training for Precinct Chairs ahd al

Democrats.
= This measure would require a rule change and thidlrbe a fiscal impact

Add an optional space for the inclusion of e-mailddresses and cell phone numbers to voter
registration forms. Including a space for cell phone numbers and eatkitesses on voter registration
forms would allow the inclusion of methods for commitating that have come to dominate over

traditional landline phones.
= This measure may require statutory changes anddwae no fiscal impact

Require notice of conventions be posted on party ancounty websites and early voting
locations. This measure would give voters ample means torimtbemselves on the locations of

conventions although it would be difficult to mamitpostings at all county party locations.
Note: If county parties do not have web sitesfices they will be granted a waver

= This measure would require a rule and statutorpgéand would have no fiscal impact

( |
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Impose more controls on the conduct of caucuses

Encourage the party to explore innovative technologfor electronic check-in and/or sign-in
procedures.Currently, the system for determining eligibility tote is done by hand and voters sign-in
on paper forms. Making the check-in electronic ldaeduce the wait time for veteran convention
attendees who can simply acknowledge their previgfiesmation as correct. For those new to the
convention, electronic sign-in would allow docunaitn to be more readable. The system could
require specific fields to be filled out, ensurimeful information is collected and the informatawuld

be sent directly to voter files. The program cdotdan online secure system.

= This measure may require rule changes dependantttod employed and fiscal impact would

be dependent on the method used

Require contact information on the minutes forms. The minutes forms for Precinct, County and
Senatorial District Conventions need be modifiegravide for spaces to collect contact information
the Permanent Convention Chair, the Permanent @tioveSecretary and the Delegation Chair
including an email, phone and mailing address é&mheof the aforementioned officers of the

convention.

Identification of Delegates and Alternates from Preinct Convention. The delegates and the
alternates contact information shall be clearlytad on a separate form. In addition, a new foeeds
to be created to give to delegates, alternateshendelegation chair as evidence that they weictezle
at their Precinct Conventions to represent theipceat the senatorial district or county conventidhe
notice should include the precinct number, locatibthe precinct convention, the name, contact
information and signature of the precinct convamtibair and either the name of the delegate or

alternate and their elective status as delegdtenate or delegate / delegation chair.
= This may require a rule change and there may lussilge fiscal impact

Use barcodes on sign-in sheet&ncourage the use of barcode technology at seabsmrd county

conventions.

= !This measure would not require rule or statutognges and fiscal impact would depend on the

_ { comment [T2]: chad? -DC
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Impose more controls on the conduct of caucus-goers

Create criminal penalties (misdemeanors) for inteérence with convention. While many of the
general election prohibitions apply to party cortiars, Texas Election law does not have criminal
penalties for offenses that relate to the nuantesrventions. Creating these penalties couldrdetd
prohibit the unauthorized taking of election paskatd reporting results, convening in improper ggac

failing to report results in a timely manner, inidtation of attendees, etc.

= This measure would require rule statutory changeswéll have no fiscal impact

Simplify and impose more controls on the complaand challenge process

Require the creation of standardized form for comphints and challenges at each convention.
The party will provide a standardized form to fileallenges at a convention, with the process adlin
on the back of the form. Such form should be meadglable via the party website.

= Requires a rule change and would have minimallfisggact from the cost of additional forms

Create an advisory group that has the power to issibinding rules interpretations. Allows the

Party to streamline the process for handling qaestand complaints

= This measure would require a rules change and maviscal impact

Make the caucus more representative

Consider moving the precinct convention day.The committee heard a significant amount of
testimony requesting a change of day for the potéconvention. The committee recommends that the
party seek legislation allowing political partiégtdiscretion to determine whether to hold thegcprct
convention immediately following the primary or tBaturday immediately following the primary. The
committee further recommends that in making thesitat of whether or not to move the day, the party

consider impact on participation, logistics anddissupport from the State of Texas.

= This measure would require both rule and statutbgnges

Reduce or eliminate the percentage of delegatesathted to the caucus systemhile there
was diversity of testimony and much discussiontirggto the continuing allocation of delegates
through the convention system, a substantive biutimanimous majority of the committee recommends

maintaining the current system.

= This measure requires a rules change and coulit resaduced convention expenses
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