TGDC Applications Working Group
Meeting Minutes: 4/14/11

Members Present:

· John Wack (NIST)
· Kristen Greene (NIST)

· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Carmelo Rivera (NIST)

· Patrick McDaniel (NIST)

· Joel Rothschild (FVAP)

· Bob Murphy (State of Maryland)

· James Long (EAC)

Topics Discussed:

· Today we will discuss –

·  Status of the UOCAVA use case
· Some Usability/Accessibility related things
· The PEW initiative on modernizing voter registration databases 
· And we will talk more about a possible use case on event logs
· Minutes from the last meeting.  We talked about various levels of interoperability.  Ian Piper shared some of his thoughts.  Level 1 would be geo-political data (in the VRDB), precinct information, election definition and results data (both coming out of the EMS).  

· Also note that on the last call we talked about how we envision states and FVAP doing blank ballot distribution.  We’re hearing that FVAP plans to have grants available to states.  States will contract out for systems to be build for UOCAVA voters.  

· At the FVAP workshop in Chicago, we discussed pre-canned pdf ballots.  And these would just be printed out, and would not include online marking.  FVAP would give a grant out to states that would do this.  Note that this is the minimum…that this grant does not preclude states from going further, and doing mark-able pdf’s.  

· Kristen – pdf issues -- in the best case scenario, pdf’s are not necessarily fully accessible.  If you are trying to design for the long-term, and want to have a usable, accessible systems, having pre-canned pdf’s that are not fillable is really a problem. The automated checking tools that are available still fall short…they catch the most glaring accessibility problems, but all of them require more follow-up, and checking by hand. 

· John – yes, we want to make sure that these things are built in, and not tacked on.  
· Further explanation of the FVAP grants program -- 

· Joel – the grants program is very broad.  We’re looking at anything that helps UOCAVA voters.  We’re willing to fund everything up to, but not including, the return of a marked ballot.  
· John – are you aiming at overseas military, primarily?

· Joel -- No, we’re not focusing only on overseas military or citizens…it’s largely up to the states to scope that decision. 
· John – let’s talk about the UOCAVA Use Case.  One issue is what do to if the overseas voter enters their name, and the system doesn’t recognize it.
· Joel – in LA county, they make their blank ballots available for download…they use the voter’s registration authentication, when they receive a ballot in. And some jurisdictions use criteria other than registration addresses, for determining the user and what ballot they should receive.  

· Joel – when the voter request an electronic absentee ballot, the election official will make a request of what ballot the voter should receive. Also, in terms of addresses, some counties will use the courthouse address for UOCAVA voters. 
· John – is an electronic FWAB an option? 
· Joel – well, we offer different options…FWAB is the last option.  So hopefully if they type in an address and it doesn’t match, they would be given information of “go to this address and download a FWAB,” etc.
· John -- We’re refining the text in the use case that discusses how we’re expecting this to work, and what the system should support.  We’re working on the EML schemas and the documentation. We’re expecting that the state election official would generate the information about the ballots, information about precincts, and the elections within this precinct.  And we have a rather large XML file that would be built then.  That file is the thing that would get queried, once a voter checks in.  The ballot could be built on the fly and presented to the voter.  Or if there are pre-canned pdf’s in a storage area, and they could be looked up using this information.  Were still in the process of validating how the different schemas fit together.  
· John – Joel, when we get this document to you, I’m expecting that you would make reference to this in the grants packages?  (For some period of time there would be questions and answers from potential bidders on the grants).  

· Joel – the grants package is going to go out in the next several weeks.  We will certainly encourage those involved to adopt these schemas.  
· John – let’s talk about what PEW is doing:

· PEW has a voter registration database modernization program.  One objective of this is simply getting rid of the data that’s inaccurate.  This program will involve states updating their VRDB information to some sort of common format.  They envision ultimately, a full electronic approach to registering to vote.  

· When IEEE P1622 comes up with a common data format standard, PEW would be happy to consider using it.  This informs me that we need to get schemas out to cover all of the data elements that go into a VRDB.  So that should be the next thing we tackle after the UOCAVA blank ballot delivery use case.  And to some extent, that use case does delve into voter registration data.  It bleeds into that area, so it should be rather straightforward.

· Event logging – this schema would need to contain information for everything we want to log.  
· And James, I think in terms of TGDC involvement, we had discussed that I’d get together a list of all event logging requirements in VVSG 2.0.  Then at that point it would be up for the TGDC to look and see, and do further research and analysis.  Those sorts of things won’t affect the common data format so much, but certainly would be things we’d want to discuss in this working group.

· James – nothing to add to what you said, other than that this should be low hanging fruit.  In the schema --time scope, event code, event description, and we should just about have it.

· Patrick – people come up with general schemas for logging in other realms.  This happens a lot in network management.  We can definitely pull from that.  Is there a timeline for the arrangement of this logging?

· John – James, do you think we can get this done before the next call? I’ll get together all of our event logging requirements.  It’s up to EAC to take a look and see if they want to add anything to that.  
· James – I don’t think this would take very long.  I’ve been through the 2.0 requirements and I only have a few changes.

· John – maybe the best thing would be for us to collaborate on a relatively small paper.  And we can discuss this on the next call.  

· James -- Any comments on the UOCAVA Registration and Voting Processes WhitePaper, released by EAC?

· John – it presents a rather thorough summary of UOCAVA voting.
· John – Next call will be Thursday, April 28, at 1 PM.  
