Usability/Accessibility WG Meeting

Minutes, 9/21/10

Present:

Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Mike Kass (NIST)

Marty Herman (NIST)

Ed Smith (TGDC)

Diane Golden (TGDC)

Josh Franklin (EAC)

Topics Discussed:

· During the last telecon, we discussed putting in a request to DOJ to provide this WG with more information about the AMPRM.
· Also today we will go over the now re-prioritized list of discussion topics, and discuss the highest priority item (VVSG narratives that will explain the most commonly misinterpreted accessibility requirements).

· Minutes from last meeting – no objections raised.
· Memo to DOJ – this has been reformulated into a memo to the EAC, to have them request more info from DOJ.

· Any particular date we’re shooting for to have them join us?  No, it can be during any one of our regularly scheduled WG meetings.
· Diane - Content issue in this draft memo: mentioning of/focus on state websites.  Since this AMPRM is talking about accessibility issues for pages covered by the ADA (which covers far more that just state government pages), we may not want to repeatedly say “state websites.”  So much voting is done at the county level.  Let’s make our request all encompassing.

· 4 activities on our list of priorities:

1. putting together narratives on VVSG accessibility requirements that are prone to misinterpretation.
2. comments on draft UOCAVA remote voting U/A considerations document.

3. U/A testers qualifications document.
4. exploration of next VVSG issues (clarifications to 2.0).

· Today we’ll look at a narrative that looks at one of the common misinterpretations.  

· Josh - EAC program manual has information about how these requests typically go.  That is, it has to apply to a single standard in a single voting system.
· Sharon - No need; this is more of a guidance document.  More like a “guide to accessibility requirements 101.” Not necessarily a formal request for interpretation.

· The hope is to get something in writing from the TGDC or this WG.  So the test labs can look at it and see how we’re interpreting things.

· Maybe use the word tutorial, instead of interpretation?
· Marty - If these accessibility requirements can indeed be written up in a way that explains them, can they be incorporated into the VVSG? Could it potentially be part of 1.1?  And/or 2.0? Part of the charge from EAC to TGDC was to do additional research on stuff that could be updated in 2.0.
· Sharon - Well first we need to show it to the community and get comments, etc.  First we need to get the essence of it, get comments on it, then insert.  
· Diane - 1.1 has all the problems of 1.0, in terms of accessibility --there are about 5 major problematic areas:

· The big 3, in terms of access features are handling of paper ballots, verifying the print on a paper ballot, and non-manual input.  There about 5 standards that relate to that and are causing the confusion.

· Our interpretations of these issues need to be made unequivocally clear.  The other standards are objective and pretty straightforward.

· Let’s look at the examples Diane sent in about paper ballot handling and verifying the paper ballot content (in 1.0).
· Idea: let’s break this one up into 2 separate clarifications, because you’re clarifying 2 different standards.

· Let’s take our inspiration for what needs reinterpretation from 1.0, but assume that this information will be used/applied to 2.0.

· Sharon will get a skeleton together for some draft wording we want in these interpretations, with the help of Diane.

· Next meeting will be October 5th, 2010.
