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Agenda

0. TGDC and EAC updates from Allan

1. EAC VVSG status

2. Access Board talk, 1/11

3. Update on research progress

4. Discussion of testing and test protocols (see Whitney's note)

5. Next telecon: Friday, January 27, 2006, 11:30 AM ET

0. TGDC and EAC updates from Allan
AE discussed January installation of new EAC chair and vice chair. Mark Skall attended for NIST. Donetta Davidson will become the EAC Federal Officer for the TGDC. She will be the main liaison with NIST and the TGDC.  NIST staff will be meeting with Commissioner Davidson and EAC staff on January 18th to discuss laboratory certification and other relevant standards issues. 
AE noted that NIST/EAC are completing an FY 06 MOU for HAVA voting activities. Lucy Salah of NIST will shortly send out info on hotels and travel to TGDC members for the March 29, 2006 plenary.  We have not ascertained when the future TGDC plenary sessions will take place in 2006.
JE noted that the Board of Advisors and standards Board will be meeting in late May. AE duly noted and will avoid conflict here; NIST likely to present at these meetings as well. 

JE indicated he will likely attend March TGDC meeting in person. Other Access Board representative is to be determined pending White House determination.
1. EAC VVSG status

Final VVSG  (2005VVSG) have been posted on EAC web site. Public comments are posted as well. John Wack has action to obtain a database of all public comments including comment disposition.
There is a re organization of the HFP material to Chapter 3. We have found some errors as expected. (Glossary references are broken.)
WQ noted that in a document of this size and complexity those mistakes are inevitable. HFP should focus on substance. “Here is where we are. Here are the gaps. Here are the policy decisions.”

WQ pointed out:

· The importance of creating two change management versions mapping 2005 VVSG to both the TGDC VVSG( May 2005) and the public comment VVSG (June 2006). (*This is an action item for NIST). AE noted that we have requested a word version of 2005VVSG from the EAC.
· As a committee we will be learning from research work on ballots and usability bench mark determinations.

2. Access Board talk, 1/11/06
SL and JE indicated that update presentation to Access Board meeting on NIST HF work went well. There were many positive comments. There could be value in NIST/EAC commissioners alternating presentations to the Access Board at their regular meetings. JE indicated that Hilman had presented in the recent past and that DeGregorio has been invited for a future Access Board meeting. 
3. Update on Usability research progress
SL indicated that we are:

· Wrapping up the work with Design for Democracy and Ginny Redish on plain language and ballot design. We are off to a good start and have determined future research areas. SL will circulate final products shortly.

· Looking at establishing test protocols with User Centered Design staff. There are numerous drafts and she will circulate them shortly.
· Estimating approximately two month time frame until TGDC receives research results of substance.
4. Discussion of testing and test protocols (see Whitney's note below)
Access to Common Industry Format document sent to HFP list. Test protocols in 2005VVSG are “shalls”. This means vendors will need to do work with summative usability testing using CIF.  Senator Dodd is referenced in the VVSG. 
WQ noted that in the past ITA certification has up or down. A question to ask: besides a pass/fail certification test, what do users need to see in a (public) test report?

A discussion followed on CIF and summative testing. What useful information does a test need to tell you? SL noted the need to open a line of communication. 

WQ proposed that the TGDC might want to consider asking NIST to draft a template allowing for use of CIF  for voting. There is also a second issue to take up: what should be released in a public report.  (AE noted this was also under discussion in STS). 
WQ pointed out that there will be scrutiny of HF in 2005 VVSG by the industry. We need to find ways to make useful information available to the EAC.  We need to refine template to CIF for voting. CIF tells you what you need to know as a user.  (Transparency + output). 
SL- Still need to determine what he public sees in a test report plus the technical data package. Testers may need usability engineer to determine compliance. 

JG indicated agreement with WQ in regards to testing populations. There is a huge difference in visual impairment by age versus blind at birth individuals geographically and demographically (urban vs. rural).  Who you test becomes critical.
WQ noted that one way to deal with this issue is a standard demographic questionnaire that asks appropriate questions.

JE indicated that data from 2000 Census and other sources such as Medicare/Medicaid under estimated disability population. WQ raised the need for several different questionnaires. 
SL and WQ raised issue of drafting a TGDC resolution for March. It will take some back and forth among members in advance. We may need a white paper too. Need transparency and a global resolution on testing package.
DF noted that there is an existing resolution #28-05 that deals with public information package. It does not infer total transparency. 
WQ raised the issue in terms of how you do bench mark protocols.  DF indicated that his document has place holders for HF test methods. WQ noted that some usability tests are easy. Some require judgment calls. What are areas where labs need assistance by usability professional? (Reference IEEE P 1583 Testing section). Some issues require policy decisions. 
WQ noted that on TGDC we have expertise of election officials. Their insights are critical. 

WQ/SL have action item on comparing notes on testing/testing protocols for review by HFP.
5. Next telecon: Friday, January 27, 2006, 11:30 AM ET

Schedule of future meetings has been distributed.  Secretary Gale indicated either he or his assistant would participate in all the teleconferences.  This was acceptable to the sub committee.
Meeting adjourned at 12:20 pm EST.

To the HFP subcommittee –

From: Whitney Quesenbery <whitneyq@wqusability.com>

A conversation with Sharon about usability test results raised a question I would like to open for broader discussion.

As you know, the VVSG mandates summative usability testing for all systems, and requires that the results be reported using the standard Common Industry Format (CIF) - ANSI NCITS 354-2001. This standard is a template for reporting, with the goal of making these reports easy to compare. It does not mandate a specific test protocol, except as would be needed to complete the template.

As you all know, the test protocols for the VVSG requirements have not yet been written - especially for these usability tests. Given the need for public comment, deliberation, etc in this process, it seem very likely that equipment manufacturers and test vendors will have to write their own test procedure, for at least some period of time, and have considered these test procedures commercially proprietary.

As least for usability and accessibility testing - and possibly for other areas beyond my expertise - I'd like to consider not the test procedure, but what needs to be reported about these tests to enable:

* election officials to make good purchase decisions

* usability and accessibility professionals to evaluate the results

* members of the public to have confidence in the systems used in elections

My thoughts are at the end of this description, but I would specifically like to hear from the election officials on our committee, as one of the primary recipients of this test.

Sharon: Can we make sure that anyone who does not have a copy of the CIF gets one?

WHAT GOES INTO THE REPORT

The CIF is a general description, not a fully prescribed template. For example, the CIF describes what must be reported about test participants as follows:

========================================

Section 4.4.1 (with minor edits for brevity)

- The total number of participants tested.

- Segmentation of user groups tested, if more than one.

- Key characteristics and capabilities of user group.

- How participants were selected; whether they had the essential characteristics.

- Differences between the participant sample and the user population.

- Table of participants (row) by characteristics (columns), including demographics, professional experience, computing experience and special needs.

The characteristics shall be complete enough so that an essentially similar group of participants can be

recruited. Characteristics should be chosen to be relevant to the product's usability; they should allow a customer to determine how similar the participants were to the customers' user population.

=========================================

It goes on to suggest a sample table but leaves the final determination up to the report author.

MY THOUGHTS

1. I believe that we should review the CIF and specify the details that must be reported in order to create a report that is useful in the context of conformance testing for voting systems.

Following the example above, we might want to specific what characteristics of the participants should be reported. (eg, those that would enable a comparison to census data for a district such as ethnicity, education level, languages, income range and disabilities). This would ensure consistency in reporting, and enable better comparison among systems by election officials.

2. As the work being done at NIST on benchmarking progresses, we might want to specify the number of participants, the segmentation method, or even a standard demographic questionnaire to be used in all tests. This would go further in ensuring consistency of the results.

3. We should also consider what information in the report should be made available to election officials, the EAC or the public, since the VVSG mandates not only conducting the test, but using the CIF to report the results.

Are there sections (or summaries of sections) in the CIF that are made available publicly?

Are there data which could be made available in aggregation, for research?

Are there implications for ensuring HAVA compliance that we should consider?

As I said, I would very much like to hear the input from our election officials on these issues.

If we have agreement - at least on the need to work on these areas - this might be the subject of a resolution at the March meeting.
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