TGDC UA Working Group Meeting

Minutes: 6-28-11

Members Present:

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

· Karen Yavetz (NIST)

· Belinda Collins (NIST)

· Andrew Regenscheid (NIST)

· Carmelo Montanez-Rivera (NIST)

· Matt Masterson (TGDC)
· Diane Golden (TGDC)

· Ron Gardner (TGDC)

· Steve Bellovin (TGDC)

· Ed Smith (TGDC)

· Dana Chisnell (UsabilityWorks)
· David Baquis (Access Board)

Topics Discussed:

· On today’s call –
· Quick review of our last call:

· We discussed Phill Jenkins’ idea about providing an expert from the DAISY consortium.  We briefly discussed the July TGDC meeting.  And we noted that VVSG 1.1 will be going out again for public comment.  The EAC’s accessibility grants program has been awarded to Clemson University and ITIF. 

· Review of Agenda for July 26 & 27 TGDC Meeting –

· From a UA perspective, several things will be of interest: Andy is giving an update on the High Level Guidelines for UOCAVA Voting Systems on Day 1 (July 26).  On Day 2 (July 27), we will hear an update on the EAC’s accessibility grants.  Also Sharon will be giving a presentation on UA test methods (the preliminary findings on validation).
· Discussion of High Level Guidelines for UOCAVA voting systems. 
· Andy - Joel from FVAP had emailed some comments on the guidelines.  These comments were discussed on the last UOCAVA working group call. We also discussed some higher level concerns.  Of particular interest to this group: FVAP’s position on the guidelines was that the scope should be limited solely to the military demonstration project. The scope we had anticipated was not only the project, but beyond that.  

· Belinda -That scope means we’re trying to reach all UOCAVA voters, not just military voters deployed overseas.
· Andy – in FVAP’s mind, that reduces the need to include accessibility features in the demonstration project. They are open to them as long as they don’t increase cost or time.
· Sharon - They do say they will adhere to section 508…that’s the lowest bar and they must adhere to that.  And I did point out the importance of building in accessibility from the beginning.  Also note that their plan was NOT to reuse the software from the demonstration project.
· Matt – this demonstration project, per the law, need only focus on active duty military.  And the other track their running is the wounded warrior project, to understand that area of accessibility and what needs to be built in.  What is unclear to me is do they ever plan on doing a full UOCAVA project?  The law doesn’t require them at any point to do that.
· Diane – they’re saying active duty people would not need accessibility features.  However, I can guarantee 10 to 15 % of active duty military have reading and print issues and could definitely benefit from the features. 

· Ron – I had a contract with the military, consulting on active duty soldiers who are visually impaired, and there are more than you would think.  There will be some overseas who need accessibility to use the system.  And I believe we need to build in the accessibility from the start.
· Steve – yes, if you don’t build something in from the beginning, you won’t get it in.  Does ADA apply to the military though?

· Sharon – 508 does. 

· Belinda – FVAP did agree that they will be 508 compliant, because as a federal agency they have to be.

· Ron – section 504, or whichever one applies to the military, is never the answer to accessibility.  We can say we’re going to accommodate by making something special for them.  But it identifies, excludes, and targets him or her.  So I’d say that we not rely on 504.  Really, the system needs to be accessible.

· Matt – is there any chance to get FVAP on a call before the meeting?  Or is this the conversation to have at the meeting?
· Belinda –we’re thinking at the meeting, just because of the short time frame.  Also at some point we need to reiterate that it’s much less expensive to design for accessibility from the beginning, rather than retrofit later on.

· Sharon –one course could be to take FVAP’s comments and simplify the High Level Guidelines, put explanations in the footnotes, and include some of the things they deleted.

· Diane – if the High Level Guidelines are a broader set, and FVAP wants a subset of those, (because some of those are beyond what is needed for active duty military), is there something that prevents them from doing that?

· Sharon – what they articulated was that after the demonstration project is built, someone might go to the guidelines and point to something and say “you didn’t follow this,” etc.
· Andy – also FVAP had a concern that people are holding the demo project system to a higher standard than the current system.  Their position has been that as long as the system is at least as good, if not better, than the current system, then it’s suitable for use.

· Diane – but there is no accessibility in the current system of paper ballots. So if they want accessibility at an equivalent level, you don’t have to have any standards.

· Ed – I’ve not heard anybody say that the systems down the road should not have accessibility.  Everything I’m seeing and hearing indicates that aside from this near term trial project, which is a disposable project, the longer term systems would have accessibility, and that would be analogous to at least what we have in 1.0, if not improvements to that. 
· Matt – my question is, if there is no project beyond the demonstration project, then who is deploying these UOCAVA systems? Why are they deploying them? Why would a state want to do anything other than what they’re already doing?
· Diane – and they’re going to do this demonstration and then throw the software away?

· Steve – from a software engineering perspective, throwing it away is better than trying to patch what you know isn’t working. 

· Diane – but that’s also not a good idea because for the second try they would have no experience with accessibility, if it’s excluded from the first attempt.

· Matt – well the High Level Guidelines are the TGDC’s product.  We can put whatever we want in them.  The idea was to work with FVAP to create a shell of something that could then be used to create a full set of testable requirements. We could put whatever we want in them, and/or get more clarification from FVAP about what they want. 
· Andy – so it sounds like there is a need to have some sort of teleconference with FVAP.  I think there is an opportunity here to discuss the options with FVAP, explain the implications of some of the choices…and then we’d be in a better position to reach a decision at the TGDC meeting. 

· Andy to talk to Joel, David, and Bob about their availability, and then check with TGDC members and see what days they can attend.  The goal being to better understand FVAP’s position on 508 and accessibility in general, with respect to requirements in the demonstration project. 

· Andy - Issue with verifiability in the High level Guidelines – the current draft includes 2 guidelines in the auditability section – with voter verifiability and end to end/universal verifiability.  The key point is that this isn’t a property that’s achieved in current voting systems.  But as we move to electronic voting systems, there are new threats we need to take into account.  Also how practical are these systems for use, and would it be difficult for Election Officials to manage these systems?
· Update from Applications working group – the draft IEEE P1622 standard for electronic distribution of blank ballots for voting systems will be out for balloting for 2 weeks.  And there was also some information on the last call regarding FVAP’s wounded warrior program.  It overlaps with the TGDC meeting, so Kristen will be attending to observe and report back. 

· Do we need another UA telecon before the TGDC meeting?  (If we’re trying to do this call with FVAP, there may not be time for that). 

· Diane and Ron – agreed, let’s try for the FVAP call.
· See you at the TGDC meeting, July 26 & 27.

