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Preface

This document is based on information developed through the State’s Core System
Framework tools. The information focuses on the key items necessary for the replacement
of the Lobbyist Registration and Reporting System. Said system is assumed to be
maintained by the technology system staff of the State of Washington’s Public Disclosure
Commission (PDC).

PDC technology staff directly involved in providing key agency information are Michael T.
Smith, Chief Technology Officer and Bruce Wendler, Quality Assurance. They have
described the current system, technology, and desires of the future. Their assistance has
been essential in building a good foundation for a Feasibility Study.
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Lobbyist Registration and Reporting

Summary

The System is expected to provide current and accurate information concerning the financing of
lobbying activities in Washington State, one of the primary purposes of the Public Disclosure
Law.

Revising the electronic filing system for lobbying activity provides an opportunity for:

A holistic approach to reporting lobbying activity, including Lobbyist reporting, Lobbyist
Employer reporting, Public Agency reporting and the interdependence of these parts.

Real time data access through an electronic query system with data available within minutes
of the electronic filing.

Real time access to an image of the report transmitted by the user.

Easier reporting process for users, making e-filing a desirable/preferred alternative to paper
filing.

Checks and balances in the e-filing systems which allow for more complete and accurate
reports.

Reduced effort by internal PDC staff in manual data entry, follow-up, and correcting of
reports.

When fully designed, the system replacement needs to address a migration strategy; a
registration process; platform independence; scalability and manageability; and compliance or
enforcement concerns.

Given the PDC’s concern with public and media perceptions, the solution should have the same
look and feel as other PDC e-filing systems, providing user assistance, and inspiring confidence
in the reporting system and the data.

The proposed system is larger and more complex than previous e-filing systems done by PDC or
other states. Preliminary estimates by the consultant (TSG) and vendor responses to a request for
information establish the effort and cost of initial design, development and implementation at
$1.2 million at State rates and as much as $2.7 million at vendor rates.

Time to accomplish the changes depends on the alternative selected, staffing and funds provided,
and the conditioning placed on the system solution and implementation. Given the number of
variations that are possible, it is recommended that PDC be involved in assisting to verify
viability of a solution before it is enacted.
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Background and Needs A ssessment

Electronic Filing Over view--current services and how they are delivered

Currently the on-line system for lobbyist and lobbyist employer electronic filing is comprised of
commercial software wrapped in a PDC developed custom web site. The agency’s electronic
document management system is core to the process and will be an essential requirement of any
replacement. Forms are provided by a static portable document format (PDF) web form that
lobbyists and lobbyist employers use to report their monthly or annual expenditures and save or
submit as their filings. The system also handles login/authentication, account management and
data access.

The application was developed in 2001 and launched in February 2002. The classic site here:
https://www.pdc.wa.gov/filerapp/login.asp provides a mechanism for new filers to sign-up or
existing filers to login to their electronic filing account. Once information is successfully
submitted and processed, there is public access to the images.

Public Disclosure Overview

Currently the PDC provides public and media access to Lobbyist data. The report examples are
shown on web page: http://www.pdc.wa.gov/public/lobbyist/default.aspx

These reports will be redesigned to improve performance. However, the Legislature would like a
query system to access more of the information, including some that is only currently available in
image form.

L obbyist

A great place to begin understanding the current system regarding Lobbyists is to go to the web
site http://www.pdc.wa.gov/filers/default.aspx . The Lobbyist system is to include Lobbyists,
Lobbyist Employers, and Public Agency Lobbyists. Using the broader “Filer Resources” tab will
take you to more of the details (Filing Requirements, Manuals and Brochures, Forms, Electronic
filing options, and Training) of the current system. Forms are given further attention in the
Request for Information issued August 30, 2007.

L aws (Rcws)

For background information, the following are the web links to the RCWs that set the parameters
for what is required. Specifics are located in RCW 42.17 Sections 150, 170, 180, & 190. For
your convenience the link is included:

http://search.leg.wa.gov/wslrew/RCW %20%2042%20%20TITLE/RCW %20%2042%20.%2017%20%20C
HAPTER/RCW%20%2042%20.%2017%20%?20chapter.htm
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Objectives

The Public Disclosure Commission’s 2007-2009 Strategic Plan recognized the need to increase
information available to voters. The stated strategy is to improve usability of the website, getting
to the desired information quickly, with ease. One of the actions is to enhance online filing
systems for lobbyists, lobbyist employers, personal financial affairs, C-6 filers, and jurisdictions
submitting lists of officials.

The Lobbyist System improvements are intended to meet the demands of an increasing number
of filers and members of the public who have access to ever-evolving technology and expect
PDC to use the latest technology to meet their needs.

The Public Disclosure Commission continues to strive to meet public and legislative demands
for quick access to critical information about political spending in Washington State. The public
is now able to “follow the money” and do so in a technologically advanced manner.
Improvements in the Lobbyist System are intended to continue to help filers comply with the law
and improve the agency’s overall efficiency.

Intent is to further improve filer satisfaction, building the public confidence in the agency, and
assisting in the transition from paper reporting, and increasing the public use of more accurate,
timely information.

Provide quick and easy public access to infor mation [so that Lobbyist & Lobbyist Employers are as
responsive as Campaign filers]

Performance M easure FY @6 FY @7 FY®8
Target

Average number of days from receipt of electronically filed <1 <1 <1
campaign reports to posting on web site
Number of campaigns using electronic filing (reflects 714 1,261 1,300
candidates and political committees)
Number of lobbyists using electronic filing 311 423 425
Number of lobbyist employers using electronic filing 138 225 225
Number of officials using electronic filing for personal 2,315 1,977 2,430
financial affairs reporting
Percentage of statewide executive candidates who file 1) 22% / 78% N/A 20% / 80%
paper reports and 2) electronically (°08 election)
Percentage of legislative candidates who file 1) paper reports | 34% /66% 5% /95% 5% /95%
and 2) electronically (‘05 election)
Percentage of local candidates who file 1) paper reports and 47% 1 53% 33%/67% 30%/70%
2) electronically
Percentage of continuing political committees who file 1) 42% / 58% 39%/61% 35%/65%
paper reports and 2) electronically
Percentage of lobbyists who file 1) paper reports and 2) 68%/32% 52%/48% 50% / 50%
electronically [FY’07=860 total]
Percentage of lobbyist employers who file 1) paper reports 87% /13% 82% /18% 80% /20%
and 2) electronically [FY’07=1,205 total]
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Problemsto be solved

10.

11

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

System does not provide the flexibility and accessibility of a modern system for all
reportable lobbying activities.

The forms do not draw on existing data, or prompt the user to update as needed.

Current process does only limited summations and no accumulating or posting of detailed
entertainment and contribution information.

The reports and communications from the system have to be specially developed rather
than flexible as needed.

Information is in more than one file or location and not readily available to system users.
Each user must do their own filing or provide their security access to another.

Need to insure that experienced users can efficiently complete and submit the
information.

System does not have adequate checks on the information. The forms can be submitted
with inconsistent or incomplete information, creating conflicts and voids in the data.

Filing electronically is not as easy and available as some of the newer systems offered by
PDC.

Duel entry solution needed so PDC can enter data as long as paper filing is accepted.

. High demand on PDC for data entry of manual forms.
12.
13.

It is possible to enter and then lose data if the process in interrupted.

Staff working to keep up with the unique and varying requirements and requests for
reports by agency personnel and the public.

The current paper/mail-in signature process is slow and not ideal.

Some solutions might not provide a document retention process that would comply with
legal standards for audit and chain of evidence.

Data provided by lobbyists can be incomplete and error-prone.
Public access to data is limited by input problems and current database design.

Penalties and loss of productive time due to filing errors, alleged difficulties in using the
system, or lack of visibility of the information.

Expected benefits of solving the problems

1.

2.

Allow consistent treatment of all lobbyists, providing electronically available information
on a uniform schedule.

Detailed information is available more quickly to the public and media.
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Increased accuracy and completeness of information, saving staff time doing follow-up
and correcting data, and user time in collecting and analyzing the data.

Better tools for filers will assist in the reduction of violations, reducing the compliance
impact and improving the public image of transparency in politics.

Upgrade of technology to a current and consistent standard will provide capabilities end
users expect from a modern electronic filing system.

Upgraded technology will also equally support and allow access to users of both
Windows and Mac OS personal computing platforms.

Lobbyist actions and inactions would be more visible with remedial actions occurring
more quickly — making the whole process more productive.

Service delivery/customer satisfaction enhancements

1.

System users would be assisted in providing the complete information through interactive
validation. The system would be intelligent, providing a view of information on file and,
if desired, assist in updating or auto completing the required information.

Users would be able to obtain the information they need in a form that is satisfactory to
them without the intervention of system or technical staff.

Access would be from anywhere, at any time, using any computer they had available.

Users enter detailed information, one time, and the system would compile and
summarize aggregate information as needed.

Provide such an effective, useful on-line system that users would prefer that solution
contrasted with paper products.

Provide increased assurance that data, once submitted, would be secure.

Response to statutory requirements

Provide support and assistance to users so that responses are fully in compliance with
statutory requirements. That involves such items as:

1.

2
3.
4

Pre-filling forms to provide consistent information from filing to filing.
Prompting users through interactive validation when information is not complete.
Issuing reminders for timely action.

Retaining and protecting data as required.
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Organizational | mpacts

The changes are expected to impact any Lobbyist, Lobbyist Employer and Public Agency
filing under RCW 42.17.150, 42.17.170, 42.17.180 and 42.17.190 and those using the
PDC electronic disclosure query system that provides public access to all lobbying
information.

The process of reporting and accessing information should become easier. Intent is to
provide more timely information with less effort in preparing and processing the
information.

PDC may benefit from lessons learned by other providers of broad-based systems
managed by such organizations as Department of Personnel, Office of Financial
Management, and the Department of Information Services.

Process/ Procedural mpacts
* Impad onwork progress
Based on current PDC staffing, new work would require resources in one form or
another. Current perception of the best solution would be some combination of agency
and vendor resources. The vendor would provide most of the resources and the agency
the business knowledge.

One way to free up people with agency knowledge is to add temporary trained and
knowledgeable personnel to fill in on current agency work, freeing critical PDC staff to
work with the vendor in providing the solution.

* Training needs

Training efforts are not knowable at this point in the process. However, it is assumed that
between conventional aids on web-based systems and the edits and prompts within the
system, the users should be positively impacted. Normal efforts for starting up an
updated application should apply.

* Job content or Impad on organizational structure

Even though additional staff may be added, it is assumed that neither job content nor
organizational structure will be significantly impacted through the application change as
understood to date.
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Project Management and Organization

Assuming the project is a joint effort of PDC and vendor, the primary initial impact is
expected on those providing institutional knowledge to the project. If staffing is provided to
backfill and free up current PDC staff, that could have some impact on such as
responsiveness to change, or processing in the current system. Those items might be
mitigated by managing user expectations, deferring changes that are internally generated, and
carefully selecting the functions to be backfilled.

The project is relatively small but has an extensive range of potential impacts. A project organization
to effectively handle the work would need to be_heavily dependent on communications with the
system users. The Commission has gone on record as expecting that interaction to be an important
part of the project Charter and design.

Commissioners

Executive
Director
. > < [ >
[ | \
] Assistant
Chief Technology Director
Officer
]
—
Quality Control Applications Communications &
Manager 1 Devel.ITS5 L Training Officer
and Staff
Lead Data Applications
Entry | Devel. ITS 4
Compliance Director
— and Staff
Applications
Data Entry | Devel.ITS 3
Scanner Vendor Staff | Administrative Officer
&* N and Staff J
Main PDC IT Team k ,
N - Non -Technology Portion of PDC
;T TTTTTTTTZ.. L e e I DT TS

I 3
VendorLead | ; Representative Users j
]

— - -

[ \ \
Vendor Staff Vendor Staff Applications
Devel . ITS 3

4
)
:
) [
)
)
]
)
\

[

Lobbyist System Revision Team
[assumes Vendor development with PDC staff involvement]
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Estimated Financial Plan

Under current funding strategies, the system would be dependent on State General Fund monies.

The costs to fully develop the functions as desired for the revised Lobbyist Registration and
Reporting System are illustrated in the following graph. They are intended as total cost of design,
development, implementation, as well as maintenance over ten years. These are pre-design
estimates largely based on information from a review of the current system and discussions with
agency technology staff. Initial estimates have been adjusted, depending on the current view of

uncertainties involved.

Develop Replacement

6. Combined
Initial

)
0
2
=)
® 5. Vendor
(. g
L Initial
<

4. Agency

Initial
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5 5

Cost- $millions
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Alternatives Explored

A full range of alternatives were explored as laid out in the normal “Alternatives” in the Core

System Framework Model as defined by the Information Services Board. A list of the
alternatives and summary of each follows:

Alternative [ ntent Conclusion

Modify Refurbish, Minimally useful--User expectations are for a modern, easy to
renovate, re- access and use solution. Needs to be .NET based but still use
engineer, image solution. May provide a starting point with less risk
extend... than completely new development.

Re-Host Move the Not useful --Avoids any improvements—the reason for
system, as is, | considering change. Likely increases the cost of the system by
to another paying for space and service that is part of the PDC fixed
host. costs. Might free up some PDC staff time.

Replace Replace the Viable solution--Need to replace Lobbyist programming

entire system.

without changing imaging portion. Continue to use paper
where required. Need system that continues to be responsive
to change.

Replace by Development—Unique Solution

(Means of)

Develop a
new solution.

Any solution will need to reflect institutional knowledge and
fit the laws and procedures of the State of Washington. It will
need to work with the imaging system and at least provide
ways to access the Lobbyist cost data in the online query
system.

by PDC

Internally

Bed, if staff available--Primary restriction is staff available to
do the development. Assumes institutional knowledge would
be available. Costs would be lower for comparable skill levels.
Training, maintenance and on-going support would be
available if some of the development resources were retained.
PDC staff would have a higher sense of ownership and support
for the internally developed product.

by Vendor

Externally

M ore expensive--Resources are assumed to be available at a
price. However, the institutional knowledge may not be
available—time to learn. Vendor selection is key to finding
one that will provide a proven technology in a way that is
durable and flexible to meet current and future needs. NOT
likely to find a commercial-off-the-shelf solution. However,
there may be an infrastructure or framework that would be
useful and speed up the development and implementation.

Combination

Joint effort

Strong solution--Potentially bring together the best of both.
PDC could provide the institutional knowledge and learn the
system details. The vendor would bring the technology and
demonstration of application of such in similar situations.
Development is expected to be more rapid if the vendor-
agency combination brings more resources to the effort.
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| Alternative |

Intent

Conclusion

Replaceby Purchase

Acquire the Small market niche; comparison of needs to existing
rights and functionality indicates it is highly unlikely to find a desired
(Means of) system from system.
others
Public Acquire from | Costly and ri sky--None of the other states have the same
Domain another State | requirements as Washington. The risk of bringing in a
that has solution from another state and making all the necessary
similar changes is greater than a custom development. Solutions they
requirements | have in place appear to have differing registration or reporting
practices, or technology that is not consistent with Washington
PDC.
Commercial One that is Similar to current--There appears to be a COTS system but it
(COTS & proven in would provide a framework for an automated forms solution
Host) areas of similar to existing. However, the PDC is looking for a solution
defined needs. | that moves beyond their current forms based GUI and is easier
for users to work with. Additionally, the solution needs to
work seamlessly with the Mac OS as well as Microsoft.

Estimate of Time and Duration of each of the stepsto prepare for Sysem Development

are asfollows, assuming the earliest start:

Possible view of Project through 7/7/08

Project Development:
PDC develop RFP, etc...
RFP Vendor Interactive Period 39d
RFP Evaluation

RFP Debriefing

RFP Protest Periods
Contracting

Bedn Project Work

Lapse
Time
40d 1/4/08 2/28/08
1/1/08 2/22/08
26d 2/22/08 3/28/08
5d 3/31/08 4/4/08
20d 4/7/08 5/2/08
26d 3/31/08 5/5/08
5/6/08 7/7/08

The abovework and assodated cods need to be considered aspart of the process between

the Feagbility Study and the Development-I mplementation of the revised system.
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Risk Management

Following areas marked by shading indicate the areas of risks and severity.

Severity Categories

Impact on Visibility Impact on State Failureor Nil
Levels Clients Operations Consequences
High Direct contact with Highly visible to Statewide or ¢  Inability to meet
citizens, political public, trading multiple agency legislative mandate or
subdivisions, and partners, political involvement / agency mission.
service providers — subdivisions and impact. *  Loss of significant
including benefits Legislature. Initial mainframe federal funding.
payments and Likely subject to acquisitions or
transactions. hearings. network
System processes acquisitions.
sensitive /
confidential data
(e.g. medical, SSN,
credit card #’s).

M edium Indirect impacts on Some visibility to Multiple divisions *  Potential failure of
citizens through the Legislature, or programs within aging systems.
management trading partners, or agency.
systems that public the system /
support decisions program supports.
that are viewed as May be subject to
important by the legislative hearing.
public.

Access by citizens
for information and
research purposes.
Low Agency operations Internal agency Single division. *  Loss of opportunity

only.

only.

Improve or expand
existing networks

or mainframes with
similar technology.

for improved service
delivery or efficiency.
Failure to resolve
customer service
complaints or
requests.
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Risk Level Criteria

| Categori es |
Functional Impact | Development Effort Technology Capability &
on Business & Resources M anagement
Processes or Rules
Levels
High *  Significant change *  Over $5 million. Emerging. *  Minimal executive
to business rules. *  Development and Unproven. sponsorship.
*  Replacement of a implementation Two or more of the following *  Agency uses ad-hoc
mission critical exceeds 24 months.* are new for agency technology processes.
system. *  Requires a second staff or integrator, or arenew to | ®*  Agency and/or vendor
*  Multiple decision package. the agency architecture: track record suggests
organizations programming language; inability to mitigate risk
involved. operating systems; database on project requiring a
*  Requires extensive * Clock starts after products; development tools; given level of
and substantial job feasibility study or project data communications development effort.
training for work approval and release of technology.
groups. funding. Requires PKI certificate.
Complex architecture — greater
than 2 tier.
Medium | ® Moderate changeto | ¢ Under $5 million but New in agency with 3rd party *  Executive sponsor
business rules. over agency expertise and knowledge knowledgeable but not
*  Major enhancement delegated authority. transfer. actively engaged.
or moderate change | * 12 to 24 months for One of the technologies listed *  System integrator under
of mission critical development and above is new for agency contract with agency
system. implementation. * development staff. technical participation.
¢ Medium *  Agency and/or vendor
complexity record indicates good
business * Clock starts after level of success but
process(es). feasibility study or project without the structure for
*  Requires moderate approval and release of repeatability.
job training. funding.
Low * Insignificantorno | *  Within agency Standard, proven agency *  Strong executive
change to business delegated authority. technology. sponsorship.
rules. *  Under 12 months for *  Agency and vendor have
*  Low complexity development and strong ability to mitigate
business implementation.* risk on a development
process(es). project.

*  Some job training
could be required.

* Clock starts after
feasibility study or project
approval and release of
funding.

*  Project staff uses
documented and
repeatable processes for
tracking status,
problems, and change.

Agency or vendor is CMM

Level 3 equivalent or above.
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Project Approval and Oversight Matrix

The level appears to be one of Medium to High Severity and Low to Medium Risk. As such the project
would fit a Level 1- Level 2 project.

High Severity Level 2 | Level 2 Level 3
Fit
Medium Severity Level I hara Level 2 Level 2
Low Severity Level 1 Level 1 Level 1
Low Risk Medium Risk High Risk
Comments:

While much of the Severity rating is high to medium, that reflects the normal environment in which the
Public Disclosure Commission and its technology continually function. Many of the technology changes
proposed for the Lobbyist System are ones that have been included in other systems currently being
implemented in the agency. The magnitude and complexity is greater, largely due to the number of forms
and the need to make the process very friendly to the system users as they are already doing with other
systems. If there currently were staffing available, the system changes could already be underway as part
of the internal system work to support the Commission.

The project is currently not funded. It is expected that funding in the near term might come as a result of
a legislative funded mandate rather than an agency request.

Oversight Definition (extracted from Policy 101-S1)

Level 1: Investments at this level are overseen by agency management and staff according to the IT policies,
procedures, and practices of that agency, consistent with ISB IT investment policies and standards. It is
at the agency’s discretion whether to invite the DIS MOST consultant to key meetings, whether to
provide the consultant with written reports, and whether to include a Level 1 project in the agency’s
portfolio.

Level 2: DIS oversight of investments at this level is performed by DIS MOST staff, as appropriate. The
specific activities required of an agency and the extent of DIS MOST staff involvement under Level 2
oversight are determined collaboratively between the two parties. ...

For all Level 2 investments, the agency shall develop the appropriate type and quality of project
management documentation and materials commensurate with the project’s severity and risk. ...
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Oversight Lewvels

Having assessed the risk and severity associated with a proposed project, the recommended level
of approval and oversight with the associated general requirements is highlighted below. The
oversight efforts seem to best fit Level 2.

Justification & Feasibility Study and Oversight
Approval Decision | Project Mgt. Approach/
Exeaution
Level2 | » Agency executive | * Agency executive * Internal or external QA at
approval. approval. agency discretion.
* DIS Director * DIS and agency determine
review and e DIS consultation. oversight required
approval. * ISB oversight optional.

* Reported as part of portfolio.

Levell |« Agencyexecutive | * Agency-defined * Internal QA at agency
approval with methods. determination.
option of DIS * Agency may report project
consultation. as part of portfolio.

Recommended Actions are highlighted

Level 1 Level 2

Feasibility Study Agency discretion Recommended [being conducted as directed by
the Legislature]

Approval Level Agency Internal DIS Director (may recommend full ISB
oversight)

Invegment Plan Recommended Required

Quality Assurance Agency discretion Internal or external (agency discretion)

In Portfolio Agency discretion Required

Oversight Agency discretion Level of MOSTD staff involvement dependent
on project and consultation with agency

Project Reporti ng Agency discretion Agency provides copies of key written reports to

and Status MOSTD staft

Key Meding Agency discretion MOSTD staff invited to steering committee and

Participation by project status meetings

MOSTD Staff
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Development Estimate

Following is the development estimate as currently understood. It is at a summary level with more
of the details identified on the following pages.

Estimated Development Time if development wasto start July 2008

D TaskName Duraton Sat Finish . 209

9 dp WAy [ Sp | Oct | Nov [Dec | Jan [Feb | Mar [ Ar Mey [dn | Ji[Ag | S| Qot | Nov
% Developthe Solufion Wocays  Wed 7908 Tuefti2409
a E Fully A dlable-Eaty fmons  Th7H008  Wed6t009

% E Filly Av alable-Long fmons ~ Wed7908  Tue 11124009

Times for making the system replacement available will depend on the alternative selected and
the availability of staff.

Work that would be necessary to make the new system available is charted in the following.
Durations aretypical. Dates would depend on project start and strategy.

D Task Name Duration Satt Finish 208
i) &  Nov |Dec |Jan |Feb | Mar | Ar [May |[Jun | Jul |Aig | Sp | Oct
I E SOLICITATION READY Odys  Monft607  MnfS07 | 1 @ ga
a FDC develop "buid" estimate Odays  Tue 12707 Mon 12108 | ! S| AChes
I; RFPVendorin erctve Peiod B Tetoo o Wedzios | (R
57 RFPEvaluztion Ndys  TedlS08  Mnd2des | ! H
7 RFPDetriefing Stys  TedB08  Mond8 | w
76 RFPPestReriods Dy Tedfs Mond2s0s | | W
8 Contracting Sdys T30 Tie6308 | ! H
1
8 BeginPoject Work Bdys  Wed 6408 Wed 7008 | H
1
) '
1
% Develop te Solution Wodays | Wed 7908 Tett409 | !
1
) E Inifiallnstabton complete (days Wed 7/9/08 Wed7/908 | * 79
1
% E First Biling for Sewvices (days Wed 7/9/08 Wed7/908 | * 79
1
% E Extension o... (days Wed 7/9/08 Wed 7/9/08 : 9
9 E Fully Avaieble-Ealy fmns | TWTHO0B  Wed6009 | o
T e
% E Fully Avaiable-Long Bmors  Wed7908  Tuett409 |
1

It appearsthat the main optionsfor replacement all have essentially the same ben€fits. If so, the
decision could be based ontheleag cog solution. In that caseit would seem appropriateto
eliminatethe section of Cog/Benefit Analysis Formsand work from the cogsfor thevarious
alternatives and their ability to provide necessary functions.
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Survey of State L obbyist Registration and Reporting Applications

Information on current state lobbyist applications was drawn from contacts listed in the Campaign
Disclosure Project and in the National Conference of State Legislatures list of state ethics oversight
agencies.

All states at least provide downloadable forms for lobbyists to file. However, many states do not have
any electronic filing option for state lobbyist reporting. A table is included that summarizes the features
of each state’s system that compare to the Washington Public Disclosure Commission’s (PDC) needs for
a new application. Details on the heading items are:

* Electronic Lobbyist Reparting: Does the state have an way for lobbyists to submit reports
electronically?

* Recent Changes If the website indicates that there have been recent changes, this is noted here.

* Equivalent PDC Forms: Closest equivalent to forms used by PDC that are supported by the
application. In most cases, the applications provided are substantially simpler or are missing
sections that would be needed for the respective forms in the new PDC system.

* Electronic Only: Only electronic reporting is allowed in the application, so submitting paper
forms is not allowed.

* Signature Card: Some form of signed document is required for authorization before reports may
be submitted. Many states allow or require online registration, with no signature document
required.

* Lobbyist and Employer: Lobbyists and lobbyist employers are treated as separate entities.
Many states do not recognize or track employers as separate entities from the lobbyist.

* Onlineor Offline: Is the application accessible only online (via web browser usually), or is there
an offline application that uploads data or form images to a state server at submission?

* Reporti ng Frequency: How often lobbyists must report expenses. Note that registration may be
on a different schedule, usually annual or semiannual.

Information about notes in the table:

* Alaska has notes on the website of a new system that will handle electronic filing for lobbyists.
However, the projected dates in the notes change and the preview link provided does not
function. It is not clear whether this is still in progress.

* lowa does not have any registration or sign-on security for its lobbyist reporting application.
Effectively anyone may log on and report lobbying expenses. This is noted in the table.

* Tennesseeappears to be in progress of converting to electronic reporting. Currently only the
registration application is online, but use of this is required for all new lobbyists. All other
reporting is still by paper forms.

* Maryland and Nevada brought new systems online in October 2007. So far, Nevada only
provides registration and Maryland has a few reporting forms (one similar to the L2). Neither is
very complete at present, but there may be additions in the next few months.

* Several states have electronic reporting of campaign expenses but not lobbyist expenses. These
are noted. Usually this has happened because different government agencies are responsible for
campaign finance reporting and lobbyist reporting.
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Contacts were made with several states based on the rankings from the Campaign Disclosure Project site
in the Overall and E-Filing categories and on whether there was an existing lobbyist reporting application.
The states contacted include Arizona, California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan,
New York, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia and Wisconsin. The following states have provided
information in response:

* Illinois: Provided detailed development information on the application. Although the parts of
the application that exist are very similar to corresponding PDC forms, the application has some
problems for adoption in Washington. Most serious is that the data store and likely most of the
business rules reside in an IBM COBOL system. This may be very difficult for PDC to adapt to a
new host language. Likewise, it is hard to find and retain people with COBOL skills in the
present market.

* Michigan: The application was developed by an outside vendor (NIC Technologies), using an
existing lobbyist database. Total development time was 125 hours. The Michigan lobbyist
application is substantially simpler than for the PDC, but vendor contact information was
provided and may prove useful.

* New York: The application was developed in Visual Basic and VB Script. The web presentation
is based on the paper forms, but as a standard interactive application rather than the form-based
solution used in the current PDC system. Development was a joint project between the agency
and contractors. Initial design and some development work was done in-house, contractors were
brought in to handle most of the actual coding. No details on development time and costs.

* California, Geagia and Rhodelsland: Provided general information or links to lobbyist
information, but have declined to provide detailed information on their systems.
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