Core Requirements and Testing Teleconference
January 12 2006 

10 AM EDT

Participants:

A. Eustis

J. Wack

JR Harding

N. Hastings

A. Goldfine

D. Flater

B. Williams

P. Craft

S. Berger

Agenda
1) Administrative Updates (Allan E.)

2) Anticipated solicitation of outside assistance (informal or formal) for the development of the CRT requirements of VVSG2. (Alan G.)

3) Discussion of mark sense issue (David F.)
4) Phone meeting schedule leading up to March 29 TGDC plenary:

        Proposed  by  (Alan G.)
          February 2 - 10 AM EST
          February 23- 10 AM EST
          March 9- 10 AM EST
          March 23- 10 AM EST
 5) Other items.

1) Administrative Updates
AE noted that final VVSG will be available on the EAC web site today or tomorrow. JW noted that there were many carry over pubic comments to be considered in future VVSG updates. DF has recorded “extensive comments” from the Kennesaw State list for future reference. JW will request a complete list of carry over comments from the EAC. DF noted that context of comments is lost in current format. The original supporting material is sometimes helpful : for example with the submission by the Standards Board.
AG noted that we will be interested in some of the comments reviewed and rejected by the EAC with respect to updates to the TGDC. He is reviewing comments with this in mind. 

JW noted that NIST will present at the February meeting of the NASS/NASED . He will cover the status of NIST’s voting work. 
PC noted a book worth reading is Steal this Vote  by Andrew Gumbel. Although the author has an agenda, the book has an accurate re-counting of historical voting events.
2) Anticipated solicitation of outside assistance (informal or formal)
AE discussed the possibility of NIST hiring (under contract) outside experts such as consultants to assist in development of CRT requirements such as quality assurance and configuration management. NIST would welcome suggestions for appropriate individuals- in and outside of the election community. 
BW asked if TGDC members can review the NIST choices. AE noted that the contracting process would follow NIST guidelines. JW pointed out this may take a long time and we may not be able to get assistance quickly. JW noted that we had explored the possibility with the EAC of approaching Michael Shamos and Doug Jones to assist in security requirements. 
PC expressed his concern with “in breeding” technical assistance here. NIST already has input from these individuals through the process. Expertise from outside the community would be more valuable. You need to determine the specific work you need to have done first. 
BW agreed that paid consultants had merit, but they needed to understand that they are not agents of the TGDC. They work for NIST only. 
SB echoed PC’s comments. In depth and focused expertise is needed.  He suggested bringing in people who have familiarity with the state examination process. 
JW indicated that NISt would follow procedures to ensure that product from consultants belongs to NIST. For example, NIST has used consultants with Booz-Hamilton to assist with the voting work to this point. They are supervised by NIST staff and understand their part in the process.

SB emphasized that consultants need to understand the TGDC/EAC and election process up front.

PC noted that with a narrow enough focus on work by the consultants; you may not need extensive voting knowledge or experience. You need to make sure you first have a defined scope of work before deciding on contractor assistance. 

BW suggested NIST set up a process be whereby CRT members can review potential candidates. He noted that one talent that certainly is lacking includes experts with hands on experience in running elections. He has some suggestions.
SB noted that experts need to be able to separate media hype from facts. BW illustrated this point with the example of Op Scan issues recently in the news in Florida and Claifornia.
PC noted that there is a lack of understanding by decision makers of how well election and “audit” processes work already. There are real problems such as valid accounting that have been given short shrift.

3) Discussion of mark sense issue
DF noted that he is doing due diligence with vendors on mark sense requirements. At this time only Unilect has responded to questions he has sent to them. Sequoia has indicated they will respond. 

Discussion followed on pros/cons of  #2 pencils and  sharpie markers.

BW suggested Kim Brace as a contact for ascertaining how many jurisdictions use older op scan technology for absentee ballot reading horizontal marks.
PC indicated that there are no simple solutions. Vendors have done lots of design work in this area. 

DF indicated web availability of  a new paper shortly by Doug Jones on mark sense readers and related human factors. 

PC pointed out restrictions with IR scanners. 

DF led discussion on above/below thresholds. You can never get complete reproducibility.
SB suggested that design of the test may assist here. Should we change paradigm? i.e. how election judges  would review  ballots. There is a grey area here.

BW noted that most of the resolutions by judges are not concerned with machine readability but rather voters circling or underlining names (intent of voter). 

DF noted voter behavior such as hesitation marks.

PC indicated that vendors may be reluctant to comment since there is new software that could resolve some of these issues (removing folds in ballots and discerning smudges). 

4.) Phone meeting schedule
AG discussed future meeting dates and times (See agenda above). He will wait to hear from Schutzer and other committee members on the proposed schedule.
5) Other items.
AE noted availability of NIST monthly reports to the EAC on the TGDC web page.

Meeting adjourned at 11:17 am.
