Comments on Voluntary Voting Systems Guideline (Version 1) April 13, 2005

Low Vision Voters

I would hope the end goal of the standards is to require any Acc-VS to

display at least two font sizes, under voter control, for all votes cast

including a VVPAT vote.  The current draft does not do this.  Standard

2.2.7.1.2.1.2 requires the Acc-VS to display two font sizes, but then right

after that standard 2.2.7.1.2.1.3 seems to provide an “out” for paper

ballots and worse yet, 6.0.2.2.1 clearly only requires the VVPAT to produce

ONE font size (standard print.)  Large print is a “should” not a “shall”.

Yet 6.0.2.2.2 requires the VVPAT ballot and the electronic display to be

presented simultaneously for easy comparison.  If the voter can’t see/read

the VVPAT because the size of the print is too small ​ they certainly cannot

do a comparison.  These standards need to be revised to provide equal access

for low vision voters.

Specific Recommendations:

Revise 6.0.2.2.1.

The voting station shall display all information in at least two font sizes,

a) 3.0-4.0 mm and b) 6.3-9.0 mm, under control of the voter.

Revise 2.2.7.1.2.1.2

An Acc-VS (and any voting station with an electronic image display) shall

display all information in at least two font sizes, a) 3.0-4.0 mm and b)

6.3-9.0 mm, under control of the voter.

Explanation: Makes clear that two font displays are a minimum requirement

for the system to be “accessible” and that requirement applies to both the

electronic display and the VVPAT.

Delete 2.2.7.1.2.1.3

All voting stations using paper ballots should make provisions for voters

with poor reading vision.

Explanation: Placing this standard right after the requirement for a two

font display could be misinterpreted to mean that you can get by with a

paper ballot system that does not deliver the required two font display and

just have a magnifying device available at the polling place.  Magnifying

lenses (non-electronic) are NOT an appropriate option for providing access

as they need to be matched to an individual’s vision limitations, their

visual tracking skills, and their personal refractive lens.  Suggesting the

use of a magnifying lens is is contradictory to 2.2.7.1.1.2 which indicates

that the Acc-VS shall provide direct access rather than requiring personal

use AT (a magnifying lens is personal use AT.)  Since this is a “should” and

not a required standard now or one to be required in future VSS, suggest

deleting ​ it does more harm than good.

Blind Voters

Comparable to low vision voters, I would hope the end goal for blind voters

is to ensure that the audio tactile interface (ATI) provides access to all

votes cast, including a VVPAT vote.  Unfortunately, standard 2.2.7.1.2.2.6

only says that an accessible voting system “should” allow blind voters to

verify the VVPAT.  Conversely, standard 6.0.2.3.2. requires a system with

VVPAT to enable blind voters to perform the verification.  These standards

are contradictory.  Both should be a “shall” to ensure equal access for

blind voters.  In addition, it is unclear what decibel scale is used in the

audio output standards.

Specific Recommendations:

Revise 2.2.7.1.2.2.6 to read “shall” consistent with 6.0.2.3.2.

Clarify 2.2.7.1.2.2.3.5

Need to add dB scale to ensure accurate measure.  Are you referring to 40 -

50 dB SPL or something else??

Revise 2.2.7.1.2.2.3.6

The voting station shall provide a volume control with adjustable audio

output from a minimum of 20 dB SPL to a maximum of 105 dB SPL in increments

no greater than 20 dB SPL.

Explanation: The term amplification usually refers to gain rather that total

output, yet the range given looks to be the end output desired.  The above

revision should make this clear.

Voters with Motor Limitations

While standard 2.2.7.1.3.3 is only a should, it is still oddly focused on

one particular type of alternative input device “sip and puff”.  It would be

much more appropriate to refer to single switch input devices or some other

more generic term that includes the range of alternative input devices that

an Acc-VS could be designed to accept as input devices.

Specific Recommendations:

Revise 2.2.7.1.3.3

The Acc-VS should allow the use of alternative input mechanisms such as

single switch devices with scanning, joystick, or sip and puff to enable

functionally equivalent input.

Revise Discussion: This recommendation ensures that the Acc-VS is operative

by a wide range of individuals with limited motor skills.  All the

functionality of the Acc-VS (e.g. . . . ) that is available through the

other forms of input, such as tactile, must also be available through the

alternative input mechanisms compatible with the system.
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