TGDC Usability & Accessibility Working Group
Meeting Minutes: 3/22/22

Members Present:

· Kristen Greene (NIST)
· Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Josh Franklin (EAC)

· Steve Bellovin (TGDC)

· Diane Golden (TGDC)

Topics Discussed:

· Review of minutes from last call (February 22nd)
·  During the last meeting we discussed the new goal of this working group; to coordinate and collaborate with the other working groups, and provide input on usability and accessibility in the other group’s topic areas. We’d like the UA group members to join the other groups, as their time and interests allow.  
· We discussed the draft high level guidelines for UCAVA voting systems document, specifically the U&A section.
· Today – a discussion of U&A, within the context of the new Applications working group.  The scope of this group: Common Data Format (CDF), Ballot on Demand, and Epollbooks, with regard to new requirements in these areas that may be incorporated into VVSG 2.0.
· IEEE’s P1622 working group, with support from NIST and the TGDC, will be developing the common data format in small chunks, called use cases.  They will be using OASIS EML as a starting platform.  

· The election official is seen as the key customer of the CDF.

· Post-processing of the ballot – the jurisdiction exports data from their database, sends it to the voter, who fills it out and sends it back.  But it’s very unlikely that this type of ballot would be scan-able by the jurisdiction’s op-scan system.

· Pre-processing of the ballot – this could involve a “pre-canned” pdf ballot.  The voter enters the registration database, gets back a pre-canned ballot, fills it out and mails it back.  There’s more of an option that this type of ballot would be scan-able by an opscan system.

· Also, with regard to EML, right now there’s the capacity to specify the ballot rotation order.  When it comes to things like font size, the standard may get there at some point.  And for us as a group, this is something we can contribute to when it gets there.

· So from our perspective as a working group, we should be vigilant that the pre-canned pdfs are accessible. And that when the EML begins to specify font size and formatting, we want to make sure that what appears for the UOCAVA voter is usable and accessible.
· Today we will look at the Applications working group blank ballot delivery use case scenario.  
· Goal of this use case – enable electronic distribution to uniformed and overseas voters of blank ballots, by exporting jurisdiction information and blank ballot definition information.
· Diane – at some point in our discussions on this, we need to think about these being electronic materials that are going to be printed in an electronic format.  That’s much more along the lines of textbooks and other material stuff.  In accessibility, that’s very different than web and software.  About the only thing out there are the NIMAS standards, which have to do with textbooks (when it’s an electronic format, specifically designed to deal with materials…not web based stuff).  In this case, the material would be ballots.

· Also when you talk about “accessible” pdf, that can mean so many different things.  There’s DAISY format, which makes it navigable and accessible, but it’s not as easily render-able in a printed format.  

· Sharon – ok, so presumably we’ll have a whole set of use cases, and then we can look at each format and see if there’s anything that precludes accessibility.

· Diane – ok, yes, and answer to that is - it depends on what it’s being rendered on.

· Sharon – if it’s for interoperability, we just need the raw data, for the device that’s going to render it.  One would hope there’s enough information there, which could be interpreted correctly, if we do need a DAISY format.
· Diane – therein lies the problem…this is not simple stuff.  NIMAS is about the only federally accepted standard.  And it has to be converted into something to make it usable by Assistive Technologies. 
·  Sharon – presumably if the ballot data is already in, and it’s being rendered electronically, one wouldn’t need to worry about all of these different formats?
· Diane – well, XML doesn’t do it by itself, nor does HTML.  NIMAS by itself gets closer but doesn’t do it entirely on its own either.

· Sharon – so there may be difficulties making it accessibly with a screen reader, an enlarger, etc?
· Diane – the file format is the issue.  And the ballot on demand approach would be a file (as opposed to webpage).  If you are sending and rendering it in an electronic file, that file has a lot of formatting stuff with it, which makes it difficult with Assistive Technologies. “Accessible” pdf visually renders the closest.  And that will be critical if you’re going to do any post processing electronically on the back side.

· Steve – do the election rules include things like, “voter for 3 out of n…”?  

· Sharon – I think election rules like that may be within the ballot definition section.  Rules in terms of straight party voting would fall under the election rules section.  
· Josh – but all of that already falls under the OASIS standard anyway.  That was my understanding of it.

· Steve – login – that generally implies a pre-existing relationship between the system and the user.  

· Sharon – yes, that’s not captured in this use case.  There would have be a separate use case for that.

· Steve – because you’ve got to make sure that someone doesn’t lock me out of voting by logging in as me.  

· High Level Guidelines for UOCAVA Voting Systems– let’s review the updated draft.  There’s a new introduction section which includes details.  
· Section 5 – Usability and Accessibility Guidelines:
· Requested Edit – replace reference to ballot design requirements by the Brennan center, with AIGA’s Design for Democracy, Top 10.
· Josh – is there anything wrong with referencing both documents?

· Sharon – the AIGA document was fairly comprehensive.  And these are high level guidelines, so I think that gets at the right level for this kind of guideline.
· Another major Edit – see the new guideline # 2 – “UOCAVA systems shall maximize use of the web browser to provide built in accessibility, and shall be compatible with a broad range of commonly used PAT.
· Diane – the earlier version included the requirements: “while UOCAVA voting systems shall obviously strive to support a broad range of commonly used PAT, they shall not rely upon PAT to ensure their accessibility”.
· Without that statement, it’s saying that we can just rely on someone providing their own PAT, and all we provide is interoperability.  VVSG says you do have to deliver built in accessibility.  

· Josh – also these requirements are supposed to be aspirational, so maybe we should put in as much as possible.  

· Regarding interoperability with PAT – consider adding a reference to a page with a comprehensive list of PAT, a taxonomy

· Another suggested edit on this document – remove examples in #7 (where we said section 508, HAVA, section 203 of voting rights act).  So we took those out.

· Josh – vendors might need to state all of the relevant legal requirements that they complied to

· Kristen – we’ll need to keep this on our “future” list, this should be included when writing the lower-level guidelines on testing/certification/reporting rather than being included in this high-level guidelines document
· Finally, we combined the old #8 with the current #1.  User centered design and testing of election administrators, poll workers, etc.

· Diane – wording issues in #5 – method of verification – “For voters with disabilities, method of verification must offer the same accessibility accommodations as were used to cast the ballot.”– can we change that to “generate” or generating the ballot?
· Josh – guideline #1: flip first sentence, take out “adequately”. Guideline #4: take out “where possible”. Guideline #6: who decides what’s best? 
· We won’t be having another UA meeting before the next UOCAVA call, so we’ll send you an updated draft of the High Level Guidelines document, along with the minutes from this call.

· During the next UOCAVA call on April 7th they plan to finalize the high-level guidelines, so we really need any additional feedback from the UA group before then. 

· Next meeting will be April 26, 3 PM EST.
