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TGDC: 
Diane Golden, Steven Belovin
NIST: 
Sharon Laskowski, Benjamin Long, Micky Steves, Dana Chisnell (Contractor), Nelson Hastings, Belinda Collins, Marty Herman, Andrew Regenscheid, John Wack
EAC: 
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Materials Present

Agenda - SL

"At today’s meeting will discuss deliverables for the next TGDC meeting and status of each.   These include the UOCAVA document, the tester qualifications,   the modifications to VVSG 1.1   

  requested by the EAC, and VVSG 2.0 gaps."
Next Meeting
Tentative: Wednesday, November 10, 2010, 3:30 PM, EST

Revised: Friday, November 12, 2010, 2-3PM, EST
Discussion
SL - Belinda, brief intro to DG?
BC - Now senior voting advisor for voting stds. Looking fwd to talking with DG soon.

DG - Great.

AR joins.

SL - Wants to go over priorities for TGDC.

SB joins.

JW joins.

SL - Ask TGDC members about particular issues or resolution submissions. Wants to avoid last minute resolution submissions so as to best address them.
SL - Overview of where we are. 

SL - The first, UOCAVA document - considerations for remote voting.

SL - Incorporating comments from DG and David Baquis. Then that doc should be in pretty good shape. One open issue on that.

SL - Assistive tech a voter brings vs. how much do you do w/the voting sys itself.

SL - For UOCAVA docs - if from desktop, then can use own personalized tech. More complicated for access from other locations (such as from library remotely or from some kiosk). 

SL - Other than pointing out those differences in the UOCAVA doc, that's what she wanted to add/clarify.

DG - Would suggest an up-front ... - makes a world of difference - depending on whether the voter is expected to provide assistive tech vs. the voting jurisdiction. Has implications even for states w/100% mail-in voting. Have a question out to some folks: So, what is the requirement? HAVA is not explicitly clear. It would be very helpful to have some clear understanding - even if it is conflicting court decisions, etc.

SL - Let me see if I understand issues around mail-in voting. The baseline is - you request/receive a paper ballot in mail and mail it in. W/systems being now discussed (and w/UOCAVA) have potential for downloading and possible downloading, printing out, filling out, mailing in. Need to design/build-in automatic accessibility where possible.

DG- From a strictly legal perspective, if mail-in is the only alternative ... Oregon - everyone mails in and that's not accessible from an ADA perspective. They've tried to package this accessible file that they mail to people. They also make stations avail at libraries where people can take the so-called accessible disk ballot to a library. Needs clarification. And, in the paper need to talk through this whole conundrum.

SL - So this fits in a generic section - where we have some over-arching issues.

DG - Yes, where we can put issues that are not necessarily specific to only UOCAVA but relevant still.

DG - ... If you read HAVA, there's wording ... when you go ...

SL - When you're voting from home, you probably trust your own software. You still have to print out and mail. "Is that good enough?" is the open question.

Although, if you put it on a disk. Then take it to a library and have it read it back to you. Then you have to go through several hoops. Any other discussion on UOCAVA?
SL - Let me ..

MH - One thing ... DG had presented a week or so ago your feeling that UOCAVA wasn't handling the accessibility issues appropriately the way you thought it should. This meeting could be a good place to discuss/present those issues.

BC - This may have been discussed in the last UOCAVA WG.

MH - The question is - are the people in this group satisfied w/what is happening w/accessibility in the UOCAVA WG? IF so, then we'll move on.

DG - As far as I know, there is nothing happening in that WG regarding accessibility. It is not planned to be addressed in the pilots, etc. When ...

BC - The UOCAVA WG heard your concerns. In the last call (which DG didn't make) they did discuss what was necessary to integration acc/usab into UOCAVA pilots. What would be helpful would be what would be necessary to support research into certain requirements or to pilot test certain things in this area? We heard you loud and clear and want to know how we can make this happen.

DG - Not sure what you want is a pilot focused on accessibility. Probably not the highest priority. Whatever you do, address acc from the beg. Don't do it after the fact. The kinds of things they were talking about in terms of pilots - seemed focused on the front-end transmission. Need to make sure all that is accessible. What does that mean? All the files are accessible? And the receiver has all that is necessary to use those accessible files? Is that it? Anything more to address?

BC - We need to think about that. Need to make sure that acc/usab are included in the pilots' design where appropriate -- and also think about what we're actually testing in each pilot. The UOCAVA team will go back and review the list of pilots WRT your comments.

DG - There might ... rather than expecting the receiving person to have everything necessarily, to the extent you could self-contain what is necessary online - that might be a nice place to pilot the maximum amount of built-in access features - enlarging, text-to-speech being built-in - that would be a nice pilot.

BC - Sounds good to me. yeah.

SL - So this is shorter term. Longer term we hope the acc grants program would address some of these other issues. We don't know what the grantees will be proposing. 
DG - Might get some research help on mail-ins there.

SL - Should make sure some checkbox for each pilot - what are the acc/usab considerations for each pilot?

I like the idea of how much can build-in/self-contain in a pilot.

SL - The next item . Tester qualifications document. Dana Chisnell is on the phone - contractor for NIST - looking at some aspects of the terminology for the std. Longer term (7-9 months) I have a team that will look at validation of our test methods. They'll have 2 teams of testers run these test methods through voting systems to see what kinds of results we'll get. Based on their qualifications may also get info on that. Want qualifications that are sufficient to do job but not extravagant. But they have to be up to the job. That's kind of my benchmark for what these tester qualifications should contain. So, you'll be seeing some updates to this doc. Last time, Phil Jenkins ... make some checklist out of that doc - for a test lab to make sure it is easy to use . Any comments on that today?

SL - OK. The next item to discuss. I sent out a rough draft on decisions to the EAC policy decisions 1-3. DG made good comments and caught wording. Putting all of that into an easier-to-edit word doc. Dec #1 was brought up by DG and early WG - there was some confusion on what vote-by-phone's relationship is to decision #1. Will get clarification from EAC on that. Will contact Brian Hancock for specific advice there. DG asked a question recently - do I want comments from this WG? I certainly do want input from you on this EAC request to NIST. B/c it does affect the technical guidelines and wording - it is important to get your input.
DG - I agree completely. That first issue about reverting back to existing lang. But it doesn't accomplish what it is trying to accomplish.

SL - yes we can do it - but it doesn't reach the intended goal.

DG - This is one of those issues where the 1.0 language has been creatively interpreted. That intro clause "if the VS has an electronic visual display..."

SL - if you look at the standard holistically, the intent is to accommodate all while also addressing requirements point by point.

DG - B/c of the way it is worded, it is being interpreted specifically.

DG - But that standard standing alone - folks are interpreting as my phone doesn't have a visual display, it becomes an entire accessible system ... 

SL - If they want to make that component ok - they need to say that up to a certain date it is ok - but thereafter needs additional accommodations.

DG - But we don't know all those needs.

SL - Had a paper that previously addressed this.

DG - Need to lay out that entire discussion. Yes can revert to previous wording, but doesn't solve goal through creative interpretation of language.

SL - Need straight-forward way to say/address.

DG - They can't roll-back public policy, can't undo something you've done. Hard to justify. Could go back to existing language. And affirmatively interpret. ... But if they want to do that, then that's probably w/in their purview.

SL - So if they want wording that says that's the intended wording - then that  belongs in the discussion explicitly rather than hiding its intended meaning.

DG - ... If your phone does have ... then none of these standards apply.
SL - Interpretations are only bet/w versions. Since this is a new version, this should go right into the standard.

BC - I think you're correct, SL. I think the EAC is looking for actual language that should be in VVSG 1.1, not an interpretation. They want help w/the specific language.

SL - I want to know that...  this is intended to add vote-by-phone...

BC - Their intent to add this to the standard. Looking to NIST for help w/wording.

DG - The problem from TGDC perspective - by revising 1.1 and re-crafting standards - you'll have to do the same for many other standards to make vote-by-phone stand by itself as an acc-voting-syst.

BC - EAC was deriving a lot of their findings from the accessibility-workshop this summer. The EAC seemed to think this was straight-forward.

DG - This didn't come from that round-table. This is coming from states that want VBP. They don't want to be in a bind. They want something to cover them to say that VBP is ok to meet acc-requirements.

More will be required.

SL - The call for universal design was loud and clear at the round-table ... which VBP was not.

BC - I recommend WG go back and study what Matt testified to and see if there is an easy fix. Then talk to EAC.

BC - He also provided written testimony. In the hearing they seemed to think these were straight-forward fixes to 1.1. If these aren't straight-forward, then we need to tell them and say why. B/c they want to put 1.1 to bed.

SL - There was a whitepaper we wrote several years ago that addressed this issue.

BC - Need to review Matt's testimony and review....
SL - Decisions #2 and #3 need some word-smithing but are straight-forward.

BC - Tell EAC what is straight-forward (#2-3) and then address the other (#1).

This rises to the top of priorities. They're looking for a December vote on this.

SL - For the TGDC meeting - wanted to discuss gaps in VVSG 2.0 and something about the state of the benchmark testing and validation. I would put this on the lowest priority given the other docs - but I think we can put something together for VVSG 2.0. Any other comments on what we might want to discuss further/plan for at the TGDC meeting?

Diane? Steve? I'll try to get some drafts out for further comment.
SL - Trying to schedule next meeting for Wed, Nov 10, 3pm.  Seemed to be a time good for lots of folks. May need weekly meetings - w/holidays- to get TGDC meeting materials ready.

SB - Can't make it.

DG - Can't make it either.

SL - The 9th not good for some. 10th not for others. Try for ... I think Tues was an access-board meeting conflict. Could try for Friday.

SB - My schedule is clear then.
SL - Will verify access board meeting. Probably Monday or Friday. Will try for Friday.

DG - OK for Friday.

MH - Sharon - might be a UOCAVA meeting on Fri. Andy can you confirm that?

NH - Yes, we'll be having a 3PM UOCAVA call there.

SL - Could do it same day before that. Say, 2-3PM.  Any other comments? That's all I have to say today.

[silence] - OK. Thank you very much everyone!

