Usability/Accessibility Working Group Meeting 

 Minutes - 5/27/10 – 3:30 PM EST

Members present:

· Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

· Josh Franklin (EAC)

· Diane Golden (TGDC)

· Marty Herman (NIST)

· John Wack (NIST)

· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Ron Gardner (TGDC)

· David Baquis (ACCESS BOARD)

· Ed Smith (TGDC)

Topics Discussed:

· Updates on the other TGDC Working Groups 

· TGDC Auditability Working Group met 5/21/10.  In a nutshell, the discussion included verification issues (as part of auditability) & acceptable auditability mechanisms.

· DG - The conundrum – in terms of security, often the only way things are considered “auditable” is through use of the VVPAT.  And making paper accessible is the challenge (both the handling of paper, and the visual print on paper).

· JW – what makes sense for manufacturers? Having every system be accessible, or having just one accessible design.  Would that be more economical?  
· ES –a number of vendors are pursuing an answer to this question – for example, an optical scanner with a tactile interface attached, or an optical scanner with an electronic ballot marker/printer attached. The printer prints an encoded piece of paper, which is later scanned, and the scanner reads back to the voter how the vote was interpreted.  Then the voter can confirm.

· Approach 1 – an optical scanner with an API box.  It does not mark the ballot.  The voter drops an optical scan ballot into the box.  The ballot in this case is electronic, so the disabled person casts an electronic ballot.   All other voters cast a paper ballot.  (This all occurs on the same unit).  

· Approach 2 – an optical scan machine, which allows voting by able bodied and disabled voters. After the disabled voter votes, the able bodied person cannot use the machine for 1 or 2 minutes. This is because the ballot is printed, run through the scanner, read back to the voter, and confirmed.  Then the machine drops the paper ballot into the ballot box.  The only time the voter needs to manipulate the paper is if the machine misreads the ballot (or if the voter changes their vote).  So at the end of the day, every vote has been cast with a paper ballot.  

· Does approach # 2 raise privacy issues and security concerns?

· SL – and also keep in mind that it is not only blind voters, but also those with cognitive disabilities, or an aging population, etc.

· MH – both VVSG 1.0 and 1.1 do have requirements for the paper ballot to be accessible.  So what are the next steps to make sure that the test labs test for this?

· SL – we will monitor this when we are working on validating the test methods we’ve developed and we need to make sure that the labs have the right people testing these aspects.

· Discussion of barcodes on printed, paper ballots.  There is a much better guarantee of accuracy when using a bar code.  

· DG – Barcodes usually are not an accessibility problem. When voter verification happens by bar code (as opposed to human readable form), that’s when problems arise.

· RG – We can make a system accessible, as long as it’s electronic.  But security concerns have reintroduced the use of paper, and there are security concerns about printed barcodes.  

· JW – Some people object to a printed barcode because often if a sighted voter is verifying human readable print, the blind voter is verifying a barcode (and a voter shouldn’t have to assume that a printed barcode is correct.

· SL – Barcodes are fine, as long as you have assurance that the barcodes are representative of what’s on the ballot.  The concern is that malicious software could be affecting the barcodes.

· SL – one solution would be optical character recognition.  You would need a few sighted voters to verify this way on Election Day as well, as well as those with a disability. 

· SL - Identifying a small set of activities for this Working Group to concentrate on:

· Being watchdogs on the accessibility issues described above.

· Making sure that the NIST developed test methods give the right outcome for the accessibility issues described above.

· Making sure that the technology (to make paper accessible) actually gets used and is certified by labs.

· Let’s recognizes the importance of manufacturer’s designing usable, accessible options.  

· JW – update on UOCAVA Working Group – so far we have examined the FVAP roadmap, and talked about the 2011 document (High Level Requirements for UOCAVA Voting).

· Let’s talk about uncertainty with regard to accessibility being required on some of the UOCAVA pilots.  Is accessibility required in any/all UOCAVA pilot programs?

· Why? – Because it might not be necessary to raise all accessibility, when this system is only going to be used for a pilot program, for a small group of voters.

· MH –and keep in mind that Wounded Warriors will be looking at accessibility, with regard to pilot UOCAVA programs.

· RG – However, this might bring up the need to retrofit.  And often in retrofitting to achieve accessibility, usability becomes a problem 

· UOCAVA Voting Summit – August 6 & 7 – discuss a wide range of UOCAVA voting issues, primarily security.  Also characteristics of UOCAVA systems, in comparison with postal and paper.

· SL – our homework for the next meeting: what else should this working group look at?  

· Next meeting – Tuesday June 8th at2 PM, EST

· Action Items: 

·  DG to look up Dexterity issues in VVSG

· All members - To continue work on the qualifications and test methods

· Meeting Adjourned: 4:50 PM

