Usability/Accessibility Working Group

Minutes – 6/8/10

Present:

· Sharon Laskowski

· John Wack

· Karen Yavetz

· David Flater

· James Long

· Matt Masterson

· Josh Franklin

· Ann McGeehan

· Ed Smith

· Diane Golden

Agenda:   

 

1. Preparation for July Meeting.   

       a. WG status report

              i.  Interaction with other WGs

              ii. Accessibility next steps

              ii. Improvement to test methods: validation, qualifications of testers, guidance

             iii. New systems for the voting systems lab at NIST

       b. UOCAVA U&A document

 

2. Next Scheduled meeting is Thursday June 24 at 2:30 EDT.

Topics Discussed:

· What should be presented at the July meeting, in terms of products that have come out of this WG.  

· Slides to be presented will include: our interactions with the Auditability wg and the UOCAVA – with regard to accessibility work, and making sure that the interpretations of the VVSG are as clear as possible.

· Qualifications of the test lab testers of U/A requirements – we’re putting together a qualifications document.  

· The UOCAVA overlap with U/A – a draft document is being circulated at NIST currently, “Usability and Accessibility concerns in UOCAVA voting systems.”

· EAC UOCAVA Pilot Program – have incorporated all VVSG Usability and Accessibility standards (as recent as VVSG 1.1).  
· Wack – we envision, at a minimum, FVAP giving an overview of what they are looking for in their UOCAVA pilots at the July TGDC meeting.  Keep in mind the resolution that was passed at the last TGDC meeting, that summarized that work on UOCAVA; at least from a TGDC perspective, UOCAVA work should include usability and accessibility standards.
· Accessibility next steps – discussion of Dexterity issues:
· There’s such a large range of dexterity issues.  Just one switch, for example, is not going to be good for everyone.  
· Can we provide clarification and Guidance for VVSG 2.0 on dexterity issues?
· Golden – we need systems that are as robust in scanning (this is what you do with switch input), as they are in audio output.  Hopefully the standards could allow for ubiquitous use of dual switches (switches with an A and a B selection).  Typically voters know which type of switches work for their particular needs (light touch, heavy touch, repeat, etc.).  
· People could bring in their own switches to the polling place.  But what we need is the option for people to bring their own switches…NOT the requirement that they bring their own.  
· The other option is voice input.  This is a really good alternative, for a defined group of people, mostly higher level quads.  This is a good option that would significantly reduce the scanning problems.  There are ways to do voice recognition where privacy can still be kept; it’s a viable alternative option.  It would be helpful to have standards for this.
· Most switches today use the same jack.  It looks like an audio output jack (not like a USB).  The switch just needs an A and a B (it could even be a toggle with a left and a right option).  And the scanning of course needs to be set up with an A/B option.
· “Scanning” refers to how you’re moving through the ballot.  In other words, the navigation through the ballot.
· The interpretation of the paper handling question in VVSG 1.0 –
· On the disability side of things, does it not mean that there needs to be a mechanism for people to submit ballots, without physically having to handle them?
· Long – if the procedure for the device in which you’re voting on is to submit ballots, then yes, the above applies.  Unisyn – the OVI cannot submit ballots, it can only print them.  So this standard did not apply.
· Golden – this is why 1.1 appears to backtrack.  An accessible voting system should allow a disabled voter to generate, cast, and verify their vote independently.
· Masterson – Based on EAC Board of Advisors comments, and public comments received from 1.1, the EAC commissioners have some policy decisions to make on this topic.  The comments were submitted, and they will be dealt with.  I’d suggest that this debate also be taken to the labs.  We can set up a call and include the labs, election officials, and usability/accessibility experts – and we can discuss this.
· Masterson – we’ve seen technology change, and the standards were not written to address all of the advances in technology we’ve seen. The test suites, in some cases, are really helpful here.  
· Masterson – what’s the status of updating the usability benchmarks?
· Laskowski – we in the process of validating these usability benchmarks (so that someone else can run the test and get similar values).  We still need values on our NIST calibration machine.  The other area – the performance testing applies to the accessible machine, but you can’t get a clean benchmark without testing many many user sets.  We have ongoing research in this area.  We are revamping that effort.
· Next meeting – Thursday June 24th, 2:30 EST.  That’s our last meeting before the TGDC meeting.
