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Acronyms
CACEO - California Association of Clerks and Election Officials,  a nonprofit, 

nonpartisan professional association.

EdC - Education Code of California, current law regarding education in California

at the time of this report.

EC - Election Code of California, current law regarding election administration in 

California at the time of this report. 

GC - Government Code of California, current law regarding local government in 

California at the time of this report. 

ICRP - Independent cost rate proposal, expressed as a percentage usually by the 

local government using it or the local County Auditor, or some combination to

account for overhead costs are not tracked by program but rather as a whole,

such as rent and utilities for a local government function. 

ROV - Registrar of Voters, in this case, the department head of for the local

election department

SJCROV - Office of the San Joaquin County Registrar of Voters 

VIG - Voter information guide, a set of voter educational materials mailed to each 

registered voter prior to a specific election that is required by California law. 
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Executive Summary
This report summarizes a review of the San Joaquin County Elections
Department’s (SJCROV) billing process, the purpose of which is to ensure the
current practice and procedures comply with applicable laws and are in line with
best practices in the field, as well as to provide an action plan for the future. Note
that this is not an audit of the SJCROV, nor is it a program audit. To conduct our
analysis, the team reviewed election billings, spreadsheets, and documentation
covering the period between November 2022 and March 2024; interviewed fiscal
and management staff; conducted site visits; reviewed California state law
pertaining to election billing; and reviewed practices from around the state of
California and disciplinary best practices. We are pleased to report the SJCROV’s
billing methodology overall complies with federal and California law and is
substantially in line with industry best practice. 

In the report, we note several important contextual factors that influence our
review of SJCROV billing practices. First, there has been significant turnover in
recent years in the county, which challenges the ability of new and existing staff
to keep up with and implement best practices. Second, California law mandates
cost recovery for election offices. Third, producing an election billing, and
ensuring it is accurate, is more than an accounting function and requires
executive management oversight as well as adequate staff (including temporary
staff) training to ensure that all relevant items are appropriately tracked. Fourth,
state law does not treat the costs to local jurisdictions the same for all types of
jurisdictions: cities, school districts, and special districts. Fifth, across the state
there are multiple methods of splitting out costs and a wide diversity of
practices, all consistent with law. 

We then review and lay out state law and relevant court cases, as well as the
variety of practices that are often used in California to split out election costs.
Perhaps the most important of these for this report is Election Code is § 10520
which states that “Each district involved in a general district election in an
affected county shall reimburse the county for the actual costs incurred by the
county elections official thereof in conducting the general district election for
that district. The county elections official of the affected county shall determine
the amount due from each district and shall bill each district accordingly”
(emphasis added).



San Joaquin County Registrar of Voters |  2  | Election Center Review and Analysis

We then lay out and describe current practice and compare that practice with
state law, court cases, and other disciplinary best practices and practices across
the state. From these, we lay out a series of recommendations, as summarized: 

 Update legacy billing method to proportional share; 1.
 Discontinue indirect/overhead charges in billing to cities; 2.
 Including the San Joaquin Board of Education in calculating the billing and
considering invoicing them; 

3.

 Modify documentation; 4.
 Adopt a corrected published fee schedule; 5.
 Consider adding in other allowable items; 6.
 Label billing to show state and federal contests and county burden; 7.
 Expand direct election costs; 8.
 Review operational versus election specific charges;9.
 Consider useful life for new equipment and maintenance costs;10.
 Ensure consistency in billing; 11.
 Perform logic check on voter information guide billing; 12.
 Clarify internal naming; 13.
 Institute cost control reviews. 14.

Finally, we conclude with an action plan for both billing and other ancillary issues. 
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Introduction
In the late summer and fall of 2024, a team was assembled by the Election Center
(National Association of Election Officials) to work with the staff of the San Joaquin
County Registrar of Voters Office (SJCROV) and Olivia Hale, the Registrar of Voters.
The Election Center’s mission is to serve the people who serve democracy by
facilitating and providing information sharing, training, technical assistance, and
consulting work to support election offices and officials. The charge in this project
generally was to evaluate the billing process currently in use by SJCROV, ensure the
current practice and procedures comply with applicable laws and are in line with
best practices in the field, and to provide an action plan for the future. San Joaquin
County is located south of Sacramento in the central valley of California, along the I-
5 corridor. Its population is just over 779,000 people with approximately 376,000
registered voters. More detailed demographic information can be found in
Appendix A.

This report captures the current practice of election billing at SJCROV, compliance
with current law and best practice, and options for moving forward to ensure the
most accurate and equitable billing for the voters of San Joaquin County. We note
that SJCROV’s current billing methodology overall complies with federal and
California law and is substantially in line with industry best practice. 

This is not an audit of the SJCROV, nor
is it a program audit. Individual
accounting transactions were not
examined or confirmed. Election
billings from November 2022 and
March 2024 were examined closely,
spreadsheets and documentation from
both billings were studied in person
and remotely, and fiscal staff and
management staff from the SJCROV
were interviewed on multiple
occasions, both remotely and in person.
We also examined the laws of the state
of California and the billing practices of
Registrars of Voters around
California.We then compared the
current practices of SJCROV to that of
the law and other Registrars’ practices
to formulate our recommendations. San Joaquin County, California



Context
We would like to acknowledge that the team of professionals at San Joaquin
County have taken on the challenge of this additional project during the busiest
election of their cycle, to ensure that they are producing the most accurate
product in all areas of their operation, including billing, despite the distractions
that currently stretch resources to their limits.

Turnover of staff has had a deep impact on many counties,  including San
Joaquin. Turnover is occurring at the executive level of election departments
across California and the nation, in addition to the loss of support staff. This has
resulted in some localities experiencing internal upheaval and can also come
with the loss of institutional knowledge that then forces the replacement staff to
reinvent processes, procedures and documentation, instead of simply
continuing operations. Registrar of Voters (ROV) Olivia Hale is the seventh (7th)
registrar in the county over the past two presidential cycles (since 2016), and
several key fiscal staff members are also serving voters with less than a four-year
cycle of experience in the field. The turnover rate appears to be slowing down
dramatically in SJCROV. This is an important consideration when looking at
billing, as frequent management and fiscal staff turnover puts pressure on
consistency and makes it difficult for new managers to engage in making
changes to increase efficiency and implement best practices.   

The process of conducting the major service of a department on behalf of other
jurisdictions and sending them a bill for the actual costs is a process unique to
the Election Department in some counties. For this reason, the practices and
procedures tend to be industry specific, with differences across counties and
states, and not comparable to the practice of billing out an enterprise fund
service like water or sewer. In California Election Code, counties are mandated to
bill out the cost of elections, as specified in Election Code § 10520 “Each district
involved in a general district election in an affected county shall reimburse the
county for the actual costs incurred by the county elections official...” In legal
contexts, "shall" is used to indicate a mandatory obligation or requirement,
meaning that something is not optional but must be done; thus counties are
obligated to collect reimbursements for actual costs. 

1
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Local Election Officials Survey. April 2023. The Brennan Center. https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-
reports/local-election-officials-survey-april-2023 

1The field of election administration has been forced to adapt over the past decade to respond to the relatively new and
popular phenomenon of mis- and disinformation about the field generally. Unfortunately, narratives including mis-, dis-
and malinformation about how votes are counted have taken hold across the nation, and this has had a very real and
tangible effect on the work of local election officials. This situation has both financial and non-financial costs in election
administration.

2
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Producing an election billing, and ensuring it is accurate is more than an
accounting function. The complex nature of conducting elections in California
directly impacts the complexity of producing a lawful and fair sharing of costs
between the entity responsible to conduct the election and the districts that
have chosen to consolidate with a particular election. In order to evaluate the
efficacy of cost recovery and balance the responsibilities of all of the various
partner agencies, the billing must be reviewed by executive management staff in
the election department (ideally ROV and/or assistant ROV) and the
accompanying documentation and methodology must be updated regularly to
accommodate for law changes, updates to the cost reimbursement process (i.e.
SB 90 mandate process in California), and other outside factors. The
documentation of these processes and reviews is also an essential component.

While billing staff have access to all expense and revenue data, if the department
line staff supervisors do not train temporary staff to correctly code their time to
one function or another, for example, then accounting staff cannot accurately
capture full inclusion of labor costs in the billing. While accounting staffers can
and should be responsible for aggregating cost data and compiling the billing
spreadsheets, executive management generally should have a working
knowledge of the billing itself and be able to logic check both the methodology
and the product of their work, that is, the billing spreadsheets and invoices. A
logic and consistency check will consist of verifying that the vendors, amounts
and items included in the budget spreadsheets and county financial reports
correspond to the individual items present in the billing spreadsheets for the
most recent election, and that the activities and costs incurred match required
activities necessary to conduct an election in California. Departmental staff
should have a deep knowledge and understanding supplemented by robust
documentation in order to ensure a continuity of procedure and adherence to
laws and regulations.
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The practice of consolidating elections in California leads to a consistent process
for voters, who get to see one ballot with many contests, all conducted in one
election cycle and counted by the same election administration body and vote
tabulation system. Consolidating elections also means the Election Department
or local authority shares the cost burden and expenses with the participating
jurisdictions pursuant to state law. It is important and beneficial for public
organizations to charge for services provided to discourage possible
overconsumption of those services. For example, if there were no charge for
running elections, then jurisdictions may want the county to run many special
elections outside of the regular election calendar and increase the total amount
expended by the county for election services. By charging for the service, you are
encouraging more efficient use of election administration resources (and, we
would argue, are also serving the voters better). However, unlike the private
market for goods and services where consumers have the choice to buy a
service, the local jurisdictions often do not have a choice of whether they are
going to have an election. Therefore, they have to pay for the cost of running
their election as it is defined in law. Additionally, having a transparent process
that recovers all of the costs that are allowable under state law is also an
important value for public billing for election administration services. 
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Cost Accounting, Billing, and
Elections

San Joaquin County Registrar of Voters Office



The first step sounds straightforward, but it is not. State law often does not allow
costs that have been incurred before the election, or that would not have been
incurred if the election had not occured to be included. This means that the
Registrar of Voters must determine when the election starts for time tracking
purposes and determine which costs will be billed to the local jurisdiction. As
defined in federal cost accounting standards, the key standards for determining
which costs can be billed for are “reasonable” and “allowable.” 

State laws and regulations determine which costs are allowable, but
administrators should also make sure that the costs that they are allocating to
their jurisdictions are reasonable as well.

The second step of the process is to determine what share of the costs get
passed down to the local jurisdictions that participated in the election. Because
the federal government does not pay local governments to conduct elections,
the cost of federal elections and in California, the entire burden of state elections,
is borne by the county and these costs are essentially an unfunded mandate on
the county. Therefore, there has to be a way of determining the amount that is

Mohr, Z., Kropf, M.E, McGowan, M.J, and Pope, J.V. (forthcoming) A Republic if You Can Afford It: How
Much Does it Cost to Administer Elections? Cambridge University Press. 

3
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Figure 1: Basic Election Billing Process

The basic process that all governments have to go through to bill for the election
includes the following steps:



divided among the jurisdictions. In San Joaquin County’s legacy billing method,
this is currently decided by determining the number of items appearing on the
ballot from each jurisdiction, but as we will discuss below, there are many other
ways that this can be done.

The third step necessitates the cost to be borne by each individual jurisdiction be
split between all of the local jurisdictions that participated in the election. In our
experience, all of the direct costs that can be directly traced to jurisdictions are
assigned to that jurisdiction and all additional costs that cannot be directly
traced to a jurisdiction are split among all of the jurisdictions. These remaining
costs are usually allocated, or split out proportionally, by the number of
registered voters in each jurisdiction. The reason for using registered voters is
twofold. Using registered votes is a simple and relatively straightforward way of
breaking out the cost. Also, it is the way that county offices usually plan for
conducting and staffing elections. Therefore, it corresponds with the use of
resources quite well. If it were as simple as breaking out the total cost of the
election among jurisdictions, this would be a quite easy step, but state law does
not treat the jurisdictions equally in terms of what costs it will allow. We describe
state law and court cases involving these laws in the sections below. 

Finally, the fourth and fifth steps include the county billing the jurisdictions that
participated in the election and recouping the costs. In this way, a county
charges local jurisdictions that participate in an election.

The point of the previous discussion is to demonstrate why charging for election
services should be encouraged and to outline the basic principles that should be
used. While reasonable people may disagree about some of the costs that may
be charged, it is ultimately the ROV who must understand the law and the
election practices in the jurisdiction and use their judgement to determine the
cost of the election. From that point, the process of splitting out the costs to be
billed to the jurisdictions should be based on a transparent process that
conforms with applicable law. 
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Analysis of Laws, Standards, and
Best Practices
Interestingly, state law does not treat the costs to local jurisdictions the same for
all types of jurisdictions: cities, school districts, and special districts. Given that the
standards for costing services are “reasonable” and “allowable” and that there are
multiple methods of splitting out costs, there is a wide diversity of practices.  It is
not surprising that one report that we reviewed noted “a bewildering array of
billing methods” and “a great variety in the set of items whose costs are
apportioned” to create a billing in each county.  While we find a similar
patchwork among the counties, we note that generally, cost recovery models
and processes have been aligned to legal standards and found to be compliant
when challenged. Below, we describe the state law and relevant court cases and
outline the variety of practices that are often used in California to split out the
costs. 

California Laws
State laws provide the foundational legal basis for allowable costs. In Appendix
B, we provide the most pertinent laws for election jurisdictions in the State of
California. Combined with the court cases that have reviewed the application of
these laws, this provides the legal basis for what and how a county can charge
jurisdictions for which election services have been provided. The code sections
listed below are the laws relevant to general election code, education code, and
government code.

In general, California election law specifies in only a few places how and what
costs to consider billing out to participating jurisdictions. The Election Code, the
Education Code and the Government Code each have a few sections that
address billing methodology for elections, but the law does not cover all aspects
or answer every question about how billing should be conducted. As noted in
the court cases reviewed below, local jurisdictions have discretion in
determining how to handle a variety of costs. 

4

4CACEO, 1991 Report, Billing Subcommittee
https://www.caceo58.org/assets/documents/election%20billing%20subcommittee%20report%201991.pdf



Election Code Sections Education Code Sections Government Code Sections

10100 5420 16100.6

10404.5 5421 50054

13001 5422 51350

10520 5423

5424

5425

5426

5227
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Table 1: Applicable Sections of California Code

The most relevant section from the Election Code is § 10520.

“Each district involved in a general district election in an affected county shall
reimburse the county for the actual costs incurred by the county elections official
thereof in conducting the general district election for that district. The county
elections official of the affected county shall determine the amount due from
each district and shall bill each district accordingly.”

The Education Code § 5420 enumerates what costs are reasonable for the
election but then says that “but need not be limited to”, which has caused
significant disagreement between counties and their education districts as can
be seen in the court cases which follows. However, the law is clear in other
sections, such as § 5421, that “[t]he cost of any election held within a single district
shall be borne by the entire district and shall be paid out of its funds.”
 
Additionally, § 51350 of the Government Code states that when counties charge
cities for services rendered that the county is not to include overhead on those
charges.
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Key relevant court rulings further
define what costs are reasonable
and allowable by law. In our
research, we have found two
major and two minor cases that
should be noted. In this section is
a summary of a few court cases
as they pertain to election costs
that are billed to jurisdictions that
participate in elections.

Court Cases

County of Fresno v. Clovis Unified School District, et al. (1987)
This case was focused on an unsuccessful recall election of school trustees. The
point of the case was whether the county could charge for the costs of verifying
the unsuccessful recall petition. Judge Dibiaso found that 

          “Because Ed. Code § 5424 does not apply to the costs here in issue, Elections     
            Code §10000, which imposes the burden of pre-call costs on the county, is  
            controlling.”

The cost of checking the petition is a cost that must be borne by the county if
there is not an election.

“Thus, under §10000, if there is no "call” for a city recall election by reason of a
deficiency in the petition, the costs of checking the inadequate petition are
nonetheless borne by the county, not the city.”

Yolo County v. Los Rios, College District (1992)
This case also focused on a challenge to an education related election. There are
two major issues in this case. The first being the method of proration and the
second being the actual costs that could be billed. In this case, the trial judge
ruled that "an allocation of the voter opportunity prorated" costs among cities
and districts is acceptable. On appeal, Judge Davis stated, “using a proration
method not in issue in this appeal.” In essence, the use of cost allocation
methodology to split out costs is not at issue.

Because of a renumbering that occurred in 1994 (Chapter 920), the above referenced EC §10000 is currently
numbered as EC §13001, found here: https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?
sectionNum=13001&lawCode=ELEC. The cross reference matrix for this renumbering can be found in Appendix C. 

5

5

San Joaquin County Registrar of Voters Drop Box
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Like the County of Fresno case, however, the case also was about which costs
were allowable. In the decision for the Court, Judge Davis also concluded, 

          “We conclude that a county cannot charge a school district for the costs of 
           election  functions, activities or operations the county would have to 
           undertake or engage in regardless of whether the school district was in the 
           election...We also conclude that a county cannot charge a school district 
           for costs incurred in board races where there is only one candidate for  
           each office...”

Specifically at issue here were costs surrounding voter list maintenance,
establishing and reviewing precinct lines, and training poll workers. The court
said that voter list maintenance could not be charged to the District, that under
some circumstances that the establishment and review of precinct lines could
be, and that training poll workers could be prorated to the District because it
represents “the kinds of nuts-and-bolts conduct and balloting costs listed in
(California Education Code) section 5420.”

Minor Cases
There are two minor cases that also touch on the practice of costing and billing
government services. In California Association of Professional Scientists v.
Department of Fish and Game (2000) the court reviewed an earlier case of Mills
v. Fish and Game (1995) and upheld the practice that government has the
burden of proof in documenting the reasonable cost of providing services for
which it will collect a charge for service. In Dutcher v. Olson (1984), the court
found that the County could not charge twice for the service of providing
candidate statements to the voters and that the law provided discretion in not
requiring the candidate statement to be billed.

Standards and Best Practices
Within the state of California, several analyses of billing practice have been
performed in the past several decades. One was produced for the County of San
Joaquin in 2017, for the County of Marin in 2002, and for Butte County in 2003.
There is reportedly another analysis currently ongoing in Contra Costa County.
We also examined documents from Solano County and the California
Association of Clerks and Election Officials (CACEO) Fiscal Project that began in
2012. That project continues currently in the form of a Fiscal Staff Workshop that
meets regularly within the framework of regular CACEO meetings in person and
virtually. That project produced an analysis of the six primary methods used by 
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counties across California, which we will reference in this report. 

In developing data for the study of election billing beginning in 2012, the CACEO
Fiscal Project grouped the several ways that counties within California were
billing participating jurisdictions. Collected between 2012 and 2016, there were
six documented methods that are grouped into three categories (A is the
proportional share versions, Category B is the retrospective fee schedule, and C
is the cost studies). The six documented methods are listed below: 

A-1. generic proportional share, 
A-2. modified generic proportional share, 
A-3. another modified generic proportional share, 
B. retrospective fee schedule, 
C-1. jurisdictional cost study and 
C-2. modified jurisdictional cost study. 

Within California, we generally see three main methods with a few variances to
develop the cost to be billed and collected from the participating jurisdictions.

Under A-1, the generic proportional share method, costs incurred for elections
are prorated based on the number of registered voters in each jurisdiction with
contests or measures appearing on the ballot. The steps for A-1 are as follows:

Step 1 - Determine the costs associated with conducting an election. For
example, these costs may include candidate filing, ballot setup and printing,
sample ballot and voter information setup and printing, vote by mail costs,
poll workers, temporary election staff, and polling place setup. An indirect
cost rate percentage (ICRP), also known as an overhead rate, is then applied
to the election total direct costs for a specific election to determine the
overall cost to conduct an election. The ICRP rate is determined by the
county auditor using CFR Title 2, Subtitle a, Chapter 2, Part 200 and may vary
from county to county.
Step 2 - Determine the total number of voting opportunities and the
proportional share each participating jurisdiction is responsible for based on
its number of registered voters. Voting opportunity is defined as one share
for each jurisdiction on the ballot, with added shares for federal, state, and
county contests. There is some variation amongst counties for multiple
contests within a jurisdiction or category. Cost per voting opportunity is 

The California Association of Clerks and Election Officials, Election Costs Project and Fiscal Workshops,
https://www.caceo58.org/election-costs

6

6

https://www.caceo58.org/election-costs
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       determined by gathering election costs and dividing those by the total  
       number of registered voters for all jurisdictions on the ballot.  

Step 3 - An election cost for each jurisdiction is determined by multiplying
the voting opportunity cost by the number of registered voters in the
jurisdiction.

Under the A-2 modified generic proportional share method, billing is
determined by prorating the number of contests caused and the number of
registered voters.

Under the A-3 modified generic proportional share method, costs incurred for
elections are allocated based on the number of precincts but may be allocated
based on the number of voters or vote by mail requests, depending on the cost
category.

A-3 is similar to A-1, but prorating the billing begins with ballot type instead of
actual costs. If an entity generates 20 ballot types, with federal, state and county
contests on 15 of the ballot types, and federal, state, county and city contests on
the other 5 types, the ballot types with city contests are divided by 4 and billed
out, while the other 15 ballot types are divided by 3 and billed out. This method
varies more than the A-1 method based on the number of voters in each
precinct. If most voters are using ballot types that are divided 3 ways, they share
more of the costs than the voters whose ballot types are divisible by 4.

Under B, the retrospective fee schedule method, the county looks back at all
expenses attributed to the most recent federal election. All expenses are divided
by number of registered voters and applied to entities. A base fee is established
in which all set-up costs for the previous federal election are divided by the
number of entities on the ballot for that same election.

The billing is always based on the election two years in the past, with primary
elections always compared to primary elections and general elections always
compared to general elections.

C-1, the jurisdictional cost study method, establishes a weighted registration
factor by multiplying the number of registered voters by the cost per candidate.
This method is dependent on the number of candidates per contest. 
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The actual costs for all categories are added to the indirect costs using an indirect
cost rate proposal (ICRP) developed and calculated by the county auditor.

In C-1, there are several steps. They are as follows:

1. Determine all costs. 

2. Determine factor for number of contests per jurisdiction. For example, the first
contest factor is 1, and the second contest factor is 0.15, for a total of 1.15.

3. Multiply total contest factor times registered voters in each jurisdiction which
equals the weighted registration factor per jurisdiction.

4. Add up the weighted registration factor for all jurisdictions.

5. Divide the weighted registration factor for each jurisdiction by the total
weighted registration factor to equal a percentage cost factor.

6. Multiply the cost factor times the election cost to get the billed election cost to
each jurisdiction (not including any direct costs)

C-2, the modified jurisdiction cost study method, is similar to the above, but step 3
(determining jurisdictional costs) is different. Jurisdictional cost is determined by
multiplying the number of registered voters by the factor to determine the
weighted average of registered voters. The weighted average of registered voters
per jurisdiction is then divided by the total weighted average of registered voters,
which equals the weighted average factor. Weighted average factor is then
multiplied by pooled voter cost, sample ballot costs, and division indirect charges.
Direct identified charges are then added to determine total allocated costs.

The six documented methods described above were collected almost ten years
ago and may have been refined and updated since; however, this is the most
current data available.

In an effort to collect more current data, we surveyed several other comparable
counties in California to establish the current state of their billing practices. We
requested copies of their current procedures and inquired if each county had
reviewed or updated their procedures in the last 10 years. We received a variety of
responses; however, many counties expressed a desire to examine and update 
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their billing procedures outside of an election cycle, likely in 2025, and declined to
share their outdated documentation. Several counties reported that their billing
procedures are documented and continued through verbal knowledge transfer
alongside complex spreadsheets. One county, Contra Costa, is currently
undergoing a review from an outside vendor. Sacramento County uses a fee
schedule centered methodology and updates its costs and procedures regularly,
every two years. Orange County provided a current overview of their current
billing practice.

Current Practice and Results
Analysis
SJCROV currently uses what is termed the legacy methodology to create an
election billing to districts that delegate the responsibility of conducting
elections to SJCROV. The legacy billing method allocates the districts’
proportional share to accumulate and distribute costs among participating
jurisdictions who have contests appearing on a specific ballot in the election. This
cost distribution is then billed to participating districts to reimburse the county
for a proportional share of the county’s incurred election costs. 

The legacy billing methodology consists of a three-step process. 

Step one is to identify all costs and any specific direct costs that can be assigned
to a particular jurisdiction. 

Step two identifies the number of contests on ballot, and the number of those
contests that are from consolidating jurisdictions. The contests from each
jurisdiction are divided by the total number of contests to determine a
percentage that represents the share of cost between the county and all other
consolidating jurisdictions. City/District items (contests) on the ballot divided by
total number of formula items (contests) on the ballot equals the percentage
representing shared cost.

Step three then allocates the pooled remainder costs across the jurisdictions that
have appeared on ballot for that specific election based upon registered voters.

While it is clear upon examination that the county is paying for the state, federal
and county contests on the ballot based on the second step of the allocation
methodology, it may not be clear to the governing boards or to the public. 



We recommend that the department label the county share of cost indicating
that it includes the state and federal share in all documents and procedures to
call that fact out. It is important for the sake of transparency that the other
billed jurisdictions are able to see that the county is paying the most significant
share of election costs. Additionally, advocating for the state and federal
governments to pay their own way is easier when those costs are identified.

While reviewing the March 2024 billing, it was noted that there was a cost
allocated to the Sacramento County Board of Education which had appeared on
the ballot in March 2024. However, the San Joaquin Board of Education contest,
which was also on the ballot and involved a significantly higher number of voters,
was not included in the billing calculations. Current SJCROV staff commented
about this and were unsure as to the origin of this practice, which had been in
place for some time. After researching this issue, we discovered that while there
are a few counties in California that do not bill their local Board of Education (also
known as the County Office of Education) for election services, the vast majority
do. We believe this is a remnant of the Office of Education’s separation from the
county structure statewide which occurred in the 1950’s and 1960’s. At a
minimum, we recommend that these election costs be included in the
calculations even if charges are not billed out. The inclusion of the district in the
calculations will affect the other participating jurisdictions based on the
proportional sharing of costs.
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Figure 2: Legacy Billing Method
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Additionally, we recommend consistency between determining the
denominator in step 2 and step 3. Specifically, this means determining a new
method of spreading allowable costs across the items that appear on ballot fairly
and consistently. Currently, the two equations use very different denominators
in a way that can artificially skew the cost spread, by using both the number of
contests and the number of voters. We believe a more fair and stable billing
would result from comparison between the number of voters in both
calculations. 

Step 1 in the legacy method includes direct costs from the sample ballot, or
voter information guide, as reported on the invoice from the print vendor. We
recommend a logic check on these very complex invoices to ensure correct
amounts are being allocated to specific districts in the future on top of the
current invoice audit performed by the fiscal staff at the SJCROV and within the
county Auditor’s office.

SJCROV staff have also indicated a desire to assign more costs as ‘direct’ in the
future. We support adding specifically allocatable costs like postage,
translation costs, envelope print costs, and paper ballot printing to the direct
category of expenses, thereby charging jurisdictions the most accurate share of
expenses when possible.

After direct charges are identified, all other expenses should be examined and
categorized as either operational or election specific charges. Operational costs
are either excluded entirely or have some portion allocated for inclusion in the
billing’s “shared cost.” This aggregated shared cost is then spread across
participating jurisdictions using the calculation in Step 2.

The analysis and determination of which costs are included as operational
versus election specific, and which are direct versus shared, are two separate
processes that introduce a high level of complexity to the development of a fair
and equitable billing that complies with the law. The second process of
determining direct versus shared costs would benefit from explicit consistency
where possible, and robust documentation would provide needed support for
the process. 

When the election department obtains new capital equipment in the future,
we recommend that election fiscal staff determine the useful life of the
equipment in coordination with the county auditor. That determined value and
useful life determined cost over time can then be included in each billing. Once 
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the useful life cost is recaptured in full, then only ongoing actual maintenance
costs for that capital equipment would be included in billing for each
subsequent election.

A significant concern we identified is the calculation of Step 2 and 3 in the
current legacy methodology. The calculations are inconsistent. The county is
treating the two sets of entities differently between Step 2 and Step 3. In Step 2,
all contests are treated the same, regardless of the number of voters served. In
Step 3, costs are proportionately shared across jurisdictions based on registered
voters. We recommend that SJCROV update the legacy methodology to create
a modified version of their Step 2 that will account for the size and resource use
of participating jurisdictions in an election.

As previously mentioned, CACEO produced a report between 2014 and 2016 that
examined the primary methods of election billing used amongst the counties in
California. There were six variations of three billing methods that were identified
and detailed in that report. The method we recommend for San Joaquin County
is commonly referred to as the proportional share method, labeled A-1
elsewhere in this report.

The proportional share method is a method of sharing costs across participating
jurisdictions as a percentage based on the number of registered voters. It
develops in Step 2 a cost for “voting opportunities.” As defined earlier in this
report, voting opportunity is defined as the number of choices a voter can make
on each ballot. The voting opportunity cost is determined by dividing the total
cost of the election by the number of voting opportunities. We recommend this
methodology because it dovetails nicely into the existing legacy methodology
used by SJCROV. SJCROV is already performing the pre-work and the post-work
necessary for this step, so implementation would require minimal changes to
current practice within San Joaquin County, which we believe has several
advantages. It allows staff to continue to work in the way they are accustomed
and also to more cleanly and easily develop procedures and documentation,
which are an essential component of maintaining consistency through time for
election billing.

We recognize that the new method of calculating the second step of the billing
may lower election revenue overall that is recovered by the county. Through this
analysis we have also discovered that some specific cost elements included in
billing have not been included in full. The inclusion of all of these expenses
instead of merely a portion of them will increase revenue, which will balance



the possible loss of revenue in the Step 2 percentage adjustment. For example, in
our recommendations at the end of the report, we recommended the entire cost
of the warehouse rent be included in election billing instead of only charging
90%. The inclusion of this entire cost will be proportionally shared among the
jurisdictions and the county for each election, and should balance out to a
minimal net increase in both revenue and expenses. Another example would be
increasing the number of hours worked under the management labor cost to
more accurately reflect the investment of time for each election based on
determinations made by the department. While this increases the dollar amount
of expenses included in the election billing, the update to the proportional share
split giving the county an appropriate share based on the number of registered
voters in San Joaquin County, and the obligation of the county to conduct
federal, state, and county elections without reimbursement, will result in a more
equitable outcome. 

Evaluation of Legal Compliance
We are pleased to report the SJCROV’s billing methodology overall complies with
federal and California law and is substantially in line with industry best practice.

Current practice is to apply ICRP to salaries which is allowable and a reasonable
decision. Because of the variety of procedures used by counties around the state
to develop and apply ICRPs, and county cost plans and fringe policies, we believe
that San Joaquin County is operating within legal parameters and allowable 

Figure 3: Proportional Share Method
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procedures. In addition, the San Joaquin County Auditor's office has developed
the ICRP based on salary calculation, and the election department's application
of this rate to their salaries in election billing is consistent and appropriate.

An important exception is the past practice of charging municipalities for
indirect or overhead costs. This may not be considered an appropriate cost  and
it is our understanding that the department ceased this practice beginning with
the March 2024 election billing. 

7

7 California Government Code 51350 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?
sectionNum=51350&lawCode=GOV

Recommendations
The following list of recommendations consists of items that we strongly
recommend be implemented by the SJCROV.

Update the legacy billing methodology to the proportional share
method (A-1) to provide consistency in the proportional spread of cost
responsibilities between the county and participating
districts/jurisdictions in a specific election, as allowed by law. Develop
documented procedures for such to ensure consistency election to
election.

Discontinue including indirect or overhead charges in billings to
municipalities in the county per California Government Code § 51350.

Begin including the San Joaquin Board of Education in the calculation
of regular billing of elections in which their candidates appear on ballot
per EC § 10404.5 and § 10520, and EdC § 5420 and § 5423. We
recommend that county administration engage in negotiations with
the County Office of Education to reimburse the County for actual
costs incurred in conducting elections where elected board members,
at a minimum, appear on ballot.

Document both legacy and new billing procedures for historical
purposes. This will also facilitate training of new staff members and
ensure consistency of practice over time.

Review and update the SJCROV’s published Fee Schedule, as it is not
consistent with current legacy billing practice and will need to match 

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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and potentially explain the updated billing methodology and process. 

Consider items not currently included in billing consistently that we
recommend are eligible for cost recovery: 
    a. Management team labor costs;
    b. Panopto cloud storage for poll worker video training; 
    c. Direct charges for publications where they are able to be 
        identified; 
    d. Proportional cost of useful life of capital equipment purchases; 
    e. Camera costs for video surveillance of drop boxes; 
     f. Entire cost of warehouse rent.

Label billing to identify that the county share includes the federal and
state contests that appear on the ballot without reimbursement. This is
the county’s responsibility, and costs are already borne by the county.
We believe it will be helpful for all stakeholders to be aware of this
burden on the San Joaquin taxpayers. 

Expand the direct election costs that can be easily attributed to
specific jurisdictions participating in a given election, such as postage,
translation costs, envelope print costs, and paper ballot printing, to the
direct category of expenses, thereby charging jurisdictions the most
accurate share of expenses when possible.

After direct charges are identified, examine and categorize all other
expenses as either operational or election specific charges. Operational
costs are either excluded entirely or have some portion allocated for
inclusion in the billing’s “shared cost.” This aggregated shared cost is
then spread across participating jurisdictions using the calculation in
step 2. 

In the future, when obtaining new capital equipment, work with the
county auditor to determine the useful life of the equipment. That
determined value and useful life determined cost over time can then
be included in each billing. Once the useful life cost is recaptured in
full, then ongoing actual maintenance costs for that capital equipment
only would be included in billing for each subsequent election.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.



11.

12.

13.

14.
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Develop robust documentation to inform Step 2 with explicit
consistency and provide needed support for the process.

Institute a logic check, at minimum, if planning to continue to use the
voter information guide (VIG) print invoice data as the basis for billing
jurisdictions for those direct costs to verify the information being
transmitted from the VIG print vendor to the billing itself. 

Update the account name called “Election Software and Services” to
eliminate confusion with the election vendor named ES&S. 

Analyze the costs, goods and services obtained through purchase from
outside vendors over time. This will act as a cost control measure. A two
or four year look back by vendor and products purchased is
recommended to see if the costs increase over time, as compared to
the Consumer Price Index or some other standardized inflationary
measure, to assist the department in controlling price creep. This will
also provide a tool available for use as new invoices arrive to allow price
increases to be documented and discovered in real time.

Action Plan
Implementation of the recommendations above constitutes the bulk of the
action plan. Below we list prioritized action steps taken from the detailed
Recommendations above. 

Billing
Implement the proportional share method (A-1) for San Joaquin
County Elections.

Use of a proportional share method could include labeling the
calculation with a “county, state and federal share” of overall costs,
along with labeling public facing communications to specify that cities
are not billed for overhead costs.

Develop an outreach plan to explain new procedures to participating
districts following adoption of new methodology.

1.

2.

3.



Perform logic checks of the VIG invoices specifically, and others more
generally, if those invoices are used as the basis of direct charges
passed on to participating jurisdictions in a specific election. 

Create and maintain a comprehensive set of process and procedure
documentation for billing, and we encourage staff to begin this
process as soon as possible, ideally while compiling the November
2024 billing. 

4.

5.

Ancillary Issues
1.

2.

3.

4.

Develop comprehensive documentation for all fiscal processes
including billing.

Review and update of the published Fee Schedule to bring it into
alignment with new billing practices.

Perform analysis of non-contracted election purchases of goods and
services over the past four-year cycle to ensure best stewardship of tax
dollars by the department. 

County Administration should negotiate with the County Office of
Education to achieve some measure of reimbursement for conducting
Board of Education governing board elections. 
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Appendices
Review and Analysis of Billing Methodology for 

San Joaquin County, California Registrar of Voters



Appendix A: Demographics
Demographics - San Joaquin County, California

August 2024

Population: 779,233 (2020)

Number of registered voters: 376,181
        > Democrat: 160,230 
        > Republican: 111,171

 Potentially eligible voters: 195,800
 Turnout (Registered):

        > 2024 Primary: 34.9%
        > 2022 General: 46.14%
        > 2022 Primary: 28.74%
        > 2020 General: 79.92%
        > 2020 Primary: 46.09%
        > 2018 General: 57.01%
        > 2016 General: 68.95%

Number of Permanent staff: 30

Average number of Temporary staff: 12

Voting System Vendor: Hart InterCivic

VCA participation: No

Number of elections: 1 per fiscal year (usually) 

Type of ballot used: Optical Scan
Political competition:

        > 2020 Presidential: Biden +13.82%
        > 2016 Presidential: Clinton +14.18% 

Comparable Counties: 
       > Contra Costa
       > Fresno 
       > Orange (equipment)
       > Stanislaus 
       > Solano
       > Sacramento 
       > Merced 
       > Ventura 
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Appendix B: California Election Code
Summary

This is not an exhaustive list of relevant code section, only the most relevant to
our report. Please note that California law changes regularly and this text is from
the latest version of the law at the time this report was published.

CA Elections Code sections 
10100. Whenever the county elections official is required to examine the
signatures upon any nomination paper or petition of any candidate for a
municipal office, he or she may employ necessary help for the examination. The
cost shall be paid by the city. 

10404.5. (a) A resolution of the governing board of a school district or county
board of education to establish an election day pursuant to subdivision (b) of
Section 1302 shall be adopted and submitted to the board of supervisors not later
than 240 days prior to the date of the currently scheduled election of the district
or for the members of the county board of education. 
                (b) The final date for the submission of the resolution by the governing  
                     board of a school district or county board of education to the board of 
                     supervisors is not subject to waiver. 
                (c) The board of supervisors shall notify all school districts and the county 
                      board of education located in the county of the receipt of the 
                      resolution to consolidate and shall request input from each district on 
                      the effect of consolidation. 
                (d) (1) The board of supervisors, within 60 days from the date of 
                       submission, shall approve the resolution unless it finds that the ballot 
                       style, voting equipment, or computer capacity is such that additional 
                       elections or materials cannot be handled. Prior to the adoption of a 
                       resolution to either approve or deny a consolidation request, the 
                       board or boards of supervisors may obtain from the elections official 
                       a report on the cost-effectiveness of the proposed action. 
                       (2) Public notices of the proceedings in which the resolution is to be 
                       considered for adoption shall be made pursuant to Section 25151 of 
                       the Government Code. 
                 (e) Within 30 days after the approval of the resolution by the board of 
                       supervisors, the elections official shall notify all registered voters of  
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                     the districts affected by the consolidation of the approval of the 
                     resolution by the board of supervisors. The notice shall be delivered by   
                     mail and at the expense of the school district or if applicable, the 
                     county board of education. 
                (f) An election day established pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 1302  
                     shall be prescribed to occur not less than one month, nor more than 
                     12 months, subsequent to the election day prescribed in Section 5000 
                     of the Education Code or pursuant to Section 1007 of the Education 
                    Code, as appropriate. As used in this subdivision, “12 months” means 
                    the period from the election day prescribed in Section 5000 of the 
                    Education Code or pursuant to Section 1007 of the Education Code, as 
                    appropriate, to the first Tuesday after the first Monday in the 12th 
                    month subsequent to that day, inclusive. 
               (g) In the event that the election day for a school district governing board 
                     or county board of education is established pursuant to subdivision (b) 
                     of Section 1302, the term of office of all then incumbent members of 
                     that governing board or county board of education shall be extended 
                     accordingly. 
13001. All expenses authorized and necessarily incurred in the preparation for,
and conduct of, elections as provided in this code shall be paid from the county
treasuries, except that when an election is called by the governing body of a city
the expenses shall be paid from the treasury of the city. All payments shall be
made in the same manner as other county or city expenditures are made. The
elections official, in providing the materials required by this division, need not
utilize the services of the county or city purchasing agent. 

10520. Each district involved in a general district election in an affected county
shall reimburse the county for the actual costs incurred by the county elections
official thereof in conducting the general district election for that district. The
county elections official of the affected county shall determine the amount due
from each district and shall bill each district accordingly. 

CA Education Code sections
5227. In those cases in which the boundaries of the school district, high school
district, or community college district, governed by a city board of education, are
not coterminous with the boundaries of the city, and where elections, either
primary, general, or recall, of members of the board of education are by the
provisions of the laws governing the cities held at times other than on the day of
municipal elections, general or special, the cost and expense of the district 
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elections shall be a legal charge against the funds of the district or districts
governed by the board of education. The city shall be reimbursed by the district
or districts for its actual cost and expense incurred in the conduct of the election
or elections. The cost and expense of conducting the election in territory
common to two or more districts shall be borne by the districts in equal shares.
In territory within a single district the cost shall be borne by the district.

In those cases in which the school district, high school district, or community
college district is governed by a city board of education, and elections, either
primary, general, or recall, of members of the board of education are by the
provisions of the laws governing the cities held on the same day as municipal
elections, general or special, a proportionate part of the actual cost and expense
of the election shall be a legal charge against the school districts governed by
the board of education. The city shall be reimbursed for the proportionate cost
and expense incurred in the conduct of the election. The cost and expense of
the elections within the boundaries of the city shall be apportioned between the
city and the districts in the ratio that the total number of offices to be filled and
propositions to be voted upon by the electors of the city and the school district
or districts, respectively, bears to the total number of offices to be filled and
propositions submitted. The cost and expense of the election in territory outside
of the municipal boundaries shall be borne by the districts affected. As between
the districts, costs and expense shall be apportioned as follows: In territory
common to two or more districts the cost of conducting the election shall be
borne in equal shares, and in territory within a single district the cost shall be
borne by the district.
 
5420. The cost of any school district or community college district election may
include, but need not be limited to: 
            (a) Compensation of precinct election officers.
            (b) Publication of notices.
            (c) The cost of printing official ballots, sample ballots, indexes, arguments, 
                 statements, official notices, and card notices.
            (d) Mailing charges for card notices, arguments, recommendations, 
                  statements, and sample ballots.
            (e) Forms for rosters, tally sheets, certificates, envelopes, declaration of 
                  results forms, and legal forms required for bond elections.
             (f) Precinct maps.
            (g) The actual cost of supplies such as flags, ballot boxes, chairs and tables, 
                  booths, ink pads and stamps, and pencils; provided, that if any such 
                  can be borrowed from any state or county office, no charge for rental  
                  shall be included in the cost of elections. 
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5421. The cost of any election held within a single district shall be borne by the
entire district, and shall be paid out of its funds. Election costs shall be
determined by the county elections official and approved by the county board of
supervisors. 

5422. The cost of elections, including consolidated elections, held in territory
common to two or more districts shall be borne by the districts concerned in
equal shares and paid from district funds. 

5423. The cost of consolidated governing board elections shall be paid by the
county superintendent of schools having jurisdiction from the county school
service fund, and the cost shall be prorated among the districts concerned to
reimburse the fund. 

5424. The cost of any recall election shall be borne by the district in which the
recall election is held and paid from district funds. 

5425. The cost of the election for the formation of a community college district
shall be paid from the county general fund. 

5426. The cost of any election held under the provisions of Article 8
(commencing with Section 4400) of Chapter 2 of Part 3 of this division, or Article
7 (commencing with Section 35690) of Chapter 3 of Part 21 of Division 3 of Title 2,
or Article 3 (commencing with Section 74630) of Chapter 5 of Part 46 of Division
7 of Title 3, where the election is being held for the assumption of bonded
indebtedness of the district to which the territory is being transferred or where
the county board of supervisors requires an election to be held in the whole
district from which the territory would be transferred, shall be paid from the
county general fund. 
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CA Government Code sections 
16100.6. Out of the amount appropriated to the Controller by Section 16100, the
Controller shall pay each year to each local government on claims submitted 45
days after the effective date of the addition of this section to the code and on
September 1 of each year thereafter the actual increased cost to that local
government caused by Section 8106 of the Elections Code. The Controller may
reduce any claim that appears to be excessive or unreasonable and shall adjust
the payment for the current fiscal year for any underpayment or overpayment in
a prior fiscal year. The Controller may audit the records of any local public agency
to verify actual cost. 

50054. Whenever any city or county or city and county renders construction
services or constructs public works for any city, county, city and county or any
other governmental agency below the level of the state government, the price
charged for such services or construction shall be sufficient to reimburse the
governmental body performing such services for the full cost thereof including
labor, material, equipment costs or rentals and a reasonable allowance for
overhead. In computing overhead, without limitation on other factors properly
includable, there shall be allocated to the overhead cost its proportionate share
of indirect labor and administrative costs. 

51350. A county which provides services through its appropriate departments,
boards, commissions, officers or employees, to any city pursuant to contract or
as authorized by law, shall charge the city all those costs which are incurred in
providing the services so contracted or authorized. A county shall not charge a
city contracting for a particular service, either as a direct or an indirect overhead
charge, any portion of those costs which are attributable to services made
available to all portions of the county, as determined by resolution of the board
of supervisors, or which are general overhead costs of operation of the county
government. General overhead costs, for the purpose of this section, are those
costs which a county would incur regardless of whether or not it provided a
service under contract to a city. 

Any determination of general overhead costs shall be subject to court review as
to the reasonableness of such determination. 

This section does not apply to a contract or agreement in effect on December 31,
1983, made by a county. 



Appendix C: California Code
Numbering for Court Cases

Following is a cross reference matrix for California Election Code resulting from a
renumbering omnibus bill passed in 1994 and enacted in 1995, Chapter 920. 
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Appendix D: Study Process
In this project, we combined expert knowledge from election practitioners and
academic experts. We conducted site visits, reviewed county documents,
interviewed county staff, surveyed election officials across California, and
reviewed state law, court cases, and best practices standards for the field. The
section below details the exact process used in this study to arrive at our
conclusions and formulate our recomendations. 

After the RFP was approved by the county and all consultants signed
independent consultant agreements, we hosted a kickoff meeting with the
internal team to discuss goals, assignments, preliminary questions for the
county, a tentative timeline for the project based on the RFP, and a draft outline
of the report for the team to review. We then scheduled a kickoff meeting with
the consulting team and the county staff for introductions and a project
overview. 

After the kickoff meeting with the county, we scheduled a follow up meeting to
walk through the current billing methodology employed by the county as well as
a date for an in-person site visit. We set up two shared folders in Box for the
county to upload relevant documentation and for the consulting team to begin
organizing the internal documents. The consulting team reviewed and analyzed
the documents uploaded by the county and created a list of questions to ask the
county in the next meeting. In this review, consultants checked logic and
consistency of the various billing spreadsheets and financial documents, verified
the activities and costs incurred matched required activities necessary to
conduct an election in California, compared public facing documentation to
internal billing processes, evaluated financial reports for outlying expenditures or
unknown vendors, and examined application of the overhead/ICRP/fringe
information and rates provided by the county auditor. 

The first site visit included a tour of the facilities to inform the billing analysis
regarding services and equipment used by the county, discussed the needs of
the county and potential recommendations in more depth, and created a new
list of questions regarding the billing methodology of the county, including
questions that required input from other California counties, which informed an
email survey sent to several counties shortly after.  



Three surveys were sent via email to Registrars of Voters in other California
counties to determine how San Joaquin County billing practices compared to
both comparable counties (determined earlier in the project) and to all California
counties. The survey sent to the eight comparable counties asked about the
counties’ current billing methodology and practices. The two surveys sent to all
California counties asked about the independent cost rate proposal (ICRP)
practices and about billing for Board of Education elections. 

We combined information obtained from site visits, document reviews,
interviews, and surveys. We then compared the data to look for compliance with
state law, match to current best practices, and match to standards of
transparency, consistency, accuracy, and efficiency. 

For the second site visit, we finalized our proposed recommendations based on
the documents review, the first site visit, the survey results, and other research,
and prepared agendas for the site visit. During the site visit, we reviewed our
proposed recommendations, discussed more difficult recommendations
privately with ROV, and clarified contract details about a final presentation to the
Board of Supervisors and the inclusion of an Action Plan in the final report. 

After the final site visit, we finalized the timeline for the completion of the project
and discussed the notes in the draft that needed resolution. We finalized the
flowcharts and edited the draft report for consistency. The draft report was
closely read and edited by the project lead and project coordinator, and a draft
was prepared to share with two expert reviewers. After we received the
comments from the expert reviewers, we prepared a final version of the report,
incorporating final edits and updating the formatting. 

After this final version is shared with the county, we will host a virtual review to
discuss any questions or edits from the county staff, after which the final report
will be updated and submitted by the November 30, 2024 deadline in
preparation for an in-person presentation for the Board of Supervisors, to be
scheduled in January 2025. 
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Contributors
This is a project of the Election Center. The Election Center is a nonprofit 501(c)(3)
tax-exempt organization under the regulations of the Internal Revenue Service.
The Election Center’s purpose is to promote and support continuous
improvement in the administration of elections and voter registration through
research, professional education, conferences, networking and consulting. The
Election Center is also known as the National Association of Election Officials. 

Its members are almost exclusively government employees whose profession it
is to serve in voter registration and elections administration, i.e., voter registrars,
elections supervisors, elections directors, city clerk/city secretary, county clerk,
county recorder, state legislative staff, state election director and Secretary of
State for each of the individual states, territories, and the District of Columbia. 

Following are the resumes of the Election Center coordinators and consultants
who authored this report:

Cathy Darling Allen
Cathy Darling Allen is the retired County Clerk and Registrar of Voters for Shasta
County, California, serving in this role from 2004- 2024. Cathy graduated from UC
Santa Barbara in 1993 and has several years of private sector accounting
experience. This combination of interests led to her leading a cost study project
with the California Association of Clerks and Election Officials (CACEO). This
project was initiated by a grant to CACEO from the James Irvine Foundation, and
Cathy managed the procurement, grant execution and vendor compliance
beginning in 2014. The project examined both election costs allocation and
billing methodologies used by California’s 58 counties. Cathy continued until
retirement to lead and co-chair the committee within CACEO that facilitates
communication and networking among county fiscal staff from all over
California in an effort to bring greater standardization and professionalization of
billing and cost collection practices. 

Susan Ranochak
Susan (Sue) Ranochak is the former (retired) Mendocino County
Assessor/Recorder/Clerk/ Registrar. Starting out as an Auditor-appraiser in the
Mendocino County Assessors' office she eventually worked her way up becoming
Assessor Clerk-Recorder, Registrar of Voters for Mendocino County in January of
2008. For the next eleven years, Ms. Ranochak conducted numerous elections 
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specifically handling the election billing herself. During her tenure as Assessor
Clerk-Recorder/Registrar of Voters, Ms. Ranochak was a member of the Board of
Directors for the elections officials statewide organization, CACEO. One of Ms.
Ranochak's responsibilities was membership on CACEO's election billing project
headed by retired Shasta County County Clerk Registrar of Voters Cathy Darling
Allen. 

Zach Mohr, Ph.D.
Zach Mohr, Ph.D., is an Associate Professor in the School of Public Affairs and 
Administration at the University of Kansas. He studies and teaches public
budgeting, accounting, and financial management. He has produced over thirty
peer reviewed articles and books, including Cost Accounting in Government:
Theory and Applications. He is currently working on finishing a book on the cost
of election administration at the local level entitled A Republic if You Can Afford
It: How Much Does It Cost to Administer an Election? He has provided testimony
to the Congressional Committee on House Administration and has actively
participated in the Election Science Reform and Administration conference. He
is also a leader in behavioral public budgeting and financial management.
Before he was an academic, he was a city administrator in Kansas. 

Mitchell Brown, Ph.D.
Mitchell Brown, Ph.D., is the Curtis O. Liles III Professor of Political Science at
Auburn University, is a founding editor of the Journal of Election Administration
Research & Practice, and currently serves as the Director of the Institute for
Election Administration Research & Practice. She is widely published, and her
work as a researcher, evaluator, trainer and consultant focuses on applied
projects around the country centering on election administration and
community-based problem solving. She serves on the board of directors of the
National Association of Election Officials (the Election Center) and has also held
board and leadership positions at the university, in state government, and in
non-profit organizations. 

Lauren Hill, MPA
Lauren Hill, MPA is an executive assistant at the Election Center and helps with
coordinating various consulting projects and managing the Certified Election
and Registration Administrator (CERA) program. Lauren has worked as a
graduate assistant with the Institute for Election Administration Research &
Practice at Auburn University and as an intern with the U.S. Election Assistance
Commission. Lauren holds a bachelor’s in political science from Mississippi State
University and a master’s in public administration and graduate certificate in
election administration from Auburn University. 



Below is a list of the election experts who assisted or advised in the development
of this report. 

John Baker, Shasta County Elections 

Kim Barrett, Sonoma County 

Julie Bustamonte, Lassen County Clerk-Recorder-Registrar of Voters 

Brad Clark, retired Monterrey County, Alameda County, California Secretary of

State Elections Division 

Jane Crownover, Marin County Elections

Linsey Dale, Imperial County Registrar of Voters

Trinh Dao, County of Santa Clara Registrar of Voters Office

Francisco Diaz, San Benito County Clerk-Recorder/Registrar of Voters 

Cristy Edwards, Colusa County Clerk-Recorder-Elections-Archives 

Joanna Francescut, Shasta County Elections

Tommy Gong, Contra Costa County Deputy County Clerk-Recorder  

Vanessa Graeff, Santa Barbara County Elections

Kathleen Hale, Election Center Executive Director

Val Handfield, San Diego County Clerk

Brandon Hill, Fresno County Elections

Donna Hillegass, Yuba County Clerk/Recorder-Registrar of Voters 

Donna Johnston, Sutter County Clerk/Recorder/Registrar

Cynthia Kuhr, Merced County Election

Liliana Lau, San Diego County Elections

Dean Logan, Los Angeles County Clerk-Recorder-Registrar 

Janice Morrissey, retired Sonoma County Clerk, Registrar-Recorder, Assessor 

Corina Masoni, Los Angeles County Elections 

Cynthia Morrison, El Dorado County Elections

Bob Page, Orange County, CA Registrar of Voters

Rita Sanchez, Santa Cruz County Elections

Danielle M. Sexton, Inyo County Clerk Recorder & Registrar of Voters 

John Tuteur, Registrar of Voters Napa County

Linda Webster, El Dorado County Elections 
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