TGDC Applications Working Group
Meeting Minutes: 3/17/11

Members Present:

· John Wack (NIST)
· Nelson Hastings (NIST)

· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Carmelo Montanez (NIST)

· Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

· Patrick McDaniel (TGDC)

· James Long (EAC)

· Bob Murphy (Maryland State Board of Elections)

Topics Discussed:

· Announcements – minutes from last meeting.  John has a question for Paul.  Will discuss it offline.

· Patrick – we had the IEEE P1622 meeting on Feb 8 & 9, 2011.  It was a good turnout, 30 – 40 people – election officials, activists, vendors, NIST folks, and Paul Miller and myself from the TGDC.  This was kind of a re-start of a CDF effort from a few years ago.  Day 1 was a full agenda – we heard from IEEE, Arthur Keller (the head of the group), and David Webber gave an extensive overview of OASIS EML -- the background of it, the substance of it, etc. 
· Patrick – as a working group, I’d like to make sure we move forward in this work.  The TGDC agreed that we’d provide a lot of input on the use case scenarios.
· John – there’s one particular XML schema, which describes data elements.  We’re working on it, and we’re going to start biweekly telecons with the IEEE working group, and start developing part of the UOCAVA schema.  What we’re talking about is developing part of the overall standard, starting with the UOCAVA use case.  It will have the EML schemas, associated with the data fields in question, including voter registration information, and other information needed to build the ballot.  

· Carmelo – yes, that’s the 505 schema, designed specifically for UOCAVA.  Right now we are looking at some of the issues with that schema.  We will have those ready in the June/July timeframe.  

· John – we decided the best thing is to have our use case standards not talk so much about the actual XML schemas, but more-so about the UML model. From the UML you can very simply generate the schema, you can generate code, generate java, and use it to do an eventual reference implementation.  Today we’ll show you a UML-like workflow model for the UOCAVA use case we’re working on.
· John - It would be helpful if the TGDC could give suggestions to IEEE on what the overall use case strategy ought to be –
·  What areas in election scenarios ought to be emphasized first, in order to get the most bang for the buck?
· John - I put together a whitepaper along these lines -- Draft TGDC Whitepaper: Data Format use Cases and Their Priority –In this document I have an overview of what we’ve identified as a use case, and also some suggestions for other use cases. So have a look -- are these the best ones? Are there others?
· At the end I have a suggested order of implementation.  We’d like to work on those areas that are going to provide the most immediate assistance to election officials and manufacturers.  So for example, EMS export would allow for independent software developers, auditors, people interested in election analysis, to be able to read election night results more quickly.
· Patrick – EMS export and Data Import/Export from voter registration databases make sense to me.
· Bob – yes, me too.

· Bob – PEW has a new initiative – to act as clearinghouse of data for states.  This will enable states to cleanse their voter registration data of people who no longer live there.  That might be an area where a CDF approach would be useful.  

· John -- OASIS has been working with PEW, but I don’t know the extent of the progress they’ve made.  I know they wanted OASIS’ VIP format to use EML.  It would make sense if everyone was using the same thing.  So thanks Bob for bringing that up. We will get more information on that initiative.
· John – blank ballot distribution use case: What we’re doing now is making sure we’ve got the scenarios correct, from the perspective of the voter.  
· Carmelo –yes, the jpg workflow model is a graphical representation of the blank ballot distribution scenario – the precondition was to make the UOCAVA voter the actor of the model.  The whole thing gets triggered when the voter logs in and requests the ballot. The ovals correspond to some of the actions described in the UOCAVA use case.  It’s a high level view, so let us know if you would like us to change any of this.
· Bob – I don’t see in this graph any of the feedback we get from the voter. Is there any way our voter registration system could know that our voter has printed a ballot?  

· John – Would we be representing only those steps that involve a common data format? Or would we also represent other steps, such as a notification that might go from the website the voter is interacting with…

· Carmelo – yes, we can represent both of those in this.

· John – ok, on the last call, Ann suggested we try to form a subcommittee of state and local election officials, who may be able to provide input.  Bob, we can definitely use you and others as part of a review subcommittee.  

· John -- The other thing I want to do is have FVAP provide us with more information from the 2010 election, and what sorts of system events they want to monitor in the 2012 election.

· FVAP is focusing on 9-11 jurisdictions, with the highest content of UOCAVA voters.  They really want to get those participation rates up to what’s typical of the general voting population of the U.S.  So maybe we can get FVAP to call in and be a part of these calls.

· John – my understanding is that some jurisdictions can’t extract information from local election registration databases.  Is that correct?  So for example, the state of Maryland has a central voter registration database.  But other states have a central database, and other, local level registration databases.  

· Bob – yes, in Maryland we do have a one size fits all -- everyone using the same system.  The server creates the database that’s used to build the ballot.  The actual ballot system takes data from our EMS candidate data, race data, jurisdictional data, and creates the ballot.  And then the exports from those databases are pushed up to the state level.  Because ultimately the election is certified at the state level.  
· John – well let’s assume there’s a website a voter goes to, to retrieve an absentee ballot.  This will be connected to voter registration databases, so the voter can be authenticated. So, the question is how many databases are there, how different are they, etc.  I have the feeling that this is something we need to understand better.

· James - In GA we had a centralized voter registration database (under HAVA, every state is required to have one).  So, John I don’t think anything would be going to county level databases.

· OK, before our next call, we’ll go ahead and make some edits to the draft whitepaper and the blank ballot distribution use case. 

· Next meeting will be March 31, 1 PM.
