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

Members Present:
· John Wack (NIST)

· Nelson Hastings (NIST)

· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Mary Brady (NIST)

· David Flater (NIST)

· Kristen Greene (NIST)

· Carmelo Montanez (NIST)

· Ann McGeehan (TGDC)

· Paul Miller (TGDC)

· Bob Murphy (State of Maryland)

· Andrew Johnson (State of Maryland) 
Topics Discussed:
· Discussion of meeting time – 1 PM every other Thursday seems good for everyone.  
· Scope of this working group – 3 main areas: 
· Common Data Format
· Ballot on Demand 
· Epollbooks
·  We will look at these and determine what requirements may need to be developed and incorporated into VVSG 2.0.  
· At the January TGDC meeting, there was discussion about the scope of each of those devices.  Specifically with Epollbooks – so much has already been developed, it may be a challenge to write requirements.
· Today’s call – Common Data Format (CDF):  
· John – the CDF work was started when we developed the 2007 TGDC recommendations (2.0).  And in that document, we referenced the IEEE subcommittee known as P1622.  (They were active and working on developing a standard, but later went inactive).  So in the 2.0, we didn’t have any specific recommendations to point to, so we put in “should” statements – manufactures should use a common data format, etc.
· P1622 is active again, Arthur Keller is the chair.  The group started working bit by bit.  We decided to hold a meeting in the DC area, EAC agreed to host it.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss some work we’ve started already with FVAP. We wanted to give FVAP some common formats, so that they could use the schemas to give to vendors, for electronic blank ballots.
· At this meeting, we informally decided that we weren’t going to develop the CDF standard all at once.  We’re dividing it into smaller chunks, called use cases.  Example use case: EMS export on election night.  It would involve the interface and export capability on an EMS. The idea would be to come up with documentation and schemas we could give to manufacturers, who could export in this particular format.  And these schemas would also be given to the general public, for those who do election analysis, development of software, so forth.
· At the meeting, we put it to a vote and decided to use the OASIS EML format as a starting point.  We want to develop EML based schemas for voter registration info, precinct identification, party affiliation, things of that sort that help build the voter’s ballot.  We did vote to ratify this use case scenario.  We chose this format for many reasons, one being that it might make things move faster, especially with regard to the needs of election officials.  
· We had 4 manufacturers present at the meeting:
· ES&S (who have been using OASIS EML in their overseas market) 
· Hart Intercivic (who recommended going with OASIS EML)
·  Dominion (also in favor of using OASIS EML)  
· Scytl (who have been using OASIS EML for years)  
· We’ll have another meeting in person, most likely in May.  We’d like the UOCAVA use case schema to be in good shape at that point. 
· In terms of activities, I envision that this working group can advise IEEE and give suggestions of what sorts of use cases they should be focusing on, review some of the use cases, decide what things are of the highest priority, and so forth.  I look at this working group as possibly issuing some whitepapers. And maybe we can come up with an overall strategy and timeline for IEEE. I see election officials as really the customer of a CDF, and it should be as useful as possible for them.  
· UOCAVA Blank Ballot distribution scenario:  In the past FVAP has had some problems getting data out of certain jurisdictions’ databases, since each were tied to different vendors. FVAP has talked about getting a jurisdiction to export data from their database, in order to build a ballot using a common format, and send it overseas to the voter.  Potentially the voter could fill it out online, or print it out and mail it back. One limitation of that scenario is that it’s unlikely that that ballot would be scanable by that jurisdiction’s opscan system.  This would involve some post processing of the ballot.  Other scenario: FVAP or the jurisdiction involved will use a “pre-canned” ballot for jurisdictions.  Example: let’s say it’s a PDF -- Voter enters registration data, gets back a pre-canned ballot, ends up mailing it back in.  There’s MORE of a likelihood that that could end up being a scanable ballot.  So the XML schemas we’re developing needs to focus on voter registration data and the data necessary to build a ballot.  Those are our 2 key focus areas.  
· Ann - makes sense to me.  It seems to be consistently that what we’re hearing from FVAP is one way electronic – only accessing the ballot through some sort of authentication to the voter registration database, and then mailing it back.
· John – in EML right now there is the capacity to specify things like ballot rotation orders.  When it gets to font size or specifying formatting…I’m not sure at this point how far the standard will go.  
· Ann – in some states there may be issues with that, like straight party voting states.  I think that would be really difficult to do a uniform ballot and have any state use it.  In our state we have to pay close attention to straight party and instructions, and minority languages as well.  
· John – for next meeting, I’d like to have 2 draft documents out for you to look over, regarding the use case schemas.  If you all could review of the UOCAVA use case and comments on that, that would be very helpful.  
· Bob – I’ve been involved with Diebold Express 5000 – the info needed to identify a voter is minimal – all you need to identify a voter is name, birthdate and address.  So in terms of the Epollbook, it seems fairly straightforward.  Building the ballot for the voter is more complicated.  
· Paul –there are 2 channels – one to identify the voter, and another on how the vote is cast.  And maybe standards on how to keep these 2 channels separate would be a worthwhile project.
· Kristen – when we mentioned PDFs, maybe the UA WG can be on the lookout for making those PDFs accessible.  
· Ann – maybe we can explore the idea of creating some other subcommittee, where we might be able to get a broader perspective from some election folks, including local election folks.  I think that would help us broaden our scope.
· Great idea, and we will explore that further.
· Next call will be March 17, 1 PM EST.
