UA WG Meeting
Minutes: 11/16/10

Members present:

Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Josh Franklin (EAC)

Steve Bellovin (TGDC)

Ron Gardner (TGDC)

Topics Discussed:

· Minutes from 11/2 WG call were circulated.  Let us know of any issues you had with them.
· Clarification needed from EAC mentioned in those minutes.  Actually most of that involved policy decisions for 1.1, which NIST will give to the EAC.  There are no immediate action items for the EAC within the minutes. 

· Conflicting schedules – so we will assume that we will have a 3 PM meeting every Tuesday, between now and January 4th.  We’ll use these meetings as needed.  

· Thanks to Ed Smith, Ben Long, and Charles Shepherd, who have been working to make contacts with other manufacturers for new voting equipment to keep here in the NIST lab.  We will be getting a spectrum of machines, some ESS, some Dominion, a microvote, and more.  Thanks to Ed for making this happen.
· Quick status of research we’re doing for the test methods for 2.0 – 
· We will be running our 1.1 and 2.0 test methods for validation. We do not have an accessibility pass fail spec in this area.
· People who need switch access due to dexterity – we are gathering research on the range of switches, what are the issues, and what do we need in 2.0 and beyond to make switch technology work properly. 

· This year we are also collecting some additional usability performance-based test data.
· Last month I distributed a draft of the Tester Qualifications document.  I got some comments from Phill about how to simplify this and perhaps turn this into more of a checklist document.  I also appreciate the comments I got from Diane.

· Who is this document for? It’s intended for NVLAP, to be able to contract out for testers with UA expertise, to run the associated UA tests from VVSG chapter 3. 

· UA Considerations for UOCAVA voting document – how much assistive technology are we assuming the UOCAVA voter has?  We can assume people are going to be voting from their desktop, and they have all of their own assistive technology devices.  However that’s probably not the best assumption.  We should have some built in to the system, and how much do we want?  

· How much accessibility/assistive technology do you build in, and how much do you assume the voter brings to the table? This is an issue, and the designer should think about the trade-off, and maximize as much universal design they can.  

· Gardner – the variety of people who happen to be voting – and yes, a universal design I think is critical, but how much further do we want to take it?  
· Laskowski – I’d appreciate it if you’d look over the UOCAVA draft when I release the newest draft with updates.  Because we have been struggling with the issue of how much to build in, etc.
· Is this something that you might want to formulate some type of resolution on? How much accessibility to build in?  I was hesitant to go too far with this issue because it borders on a policy issue, and our role is the technical expertise. 

· High priority gaps in VVSG 2.0 (issues and gaps) – hopefully we can discuss these during the future calls.

· Other 2.0 issues – the switch technology issues, wheelchair accessibility needs to be updated against newer standards.  

· Let’s have resolutions sent in beforehand.  Any additional issues or questions you’d like to talk about? Do Tuesdays work ok for Ron and Steve? Steve, yes, Ron, yes.

· Next meeting – Tuesday, November 23rd and 3 PM.
