Usability & Accessibility WG Meeting

Minutes: 9/7/10

Present:

Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Marty Herman (NIST)

Diane Golden (TGDC)

Ed Smith (TGDC) 

Ron Gardner (TGDC)

Steve Bellovin (TGDC)

David Baquis (Access Board)

Josh Franklin (EAC)

Topics Discussed:

· Issues we need to discuss/Things going on:
· UOCAVA remote voting accessibility paper is out for public comment.
· Qualifications of usability & accessibility testers (how we might accredit test labs to have the right people under contract).
· For VVSG 2.0, we have some performance based testing going on for usability testing.

· Possible small white papers on the following ideas:

· Benefits and feasibility of personal assistive technology use in voting systems.
· Range of manual dexterity disabilities and how to accommodate them with appropriate requirements.

· Usability & accessibility of precinct count optical scanner feedback: We were focused on DREs when we wrote 2.0.  Now a lot of precincts are moving to optical scanners, which do give additional info.  Sanity check for the requirements for those?

· Latest research on motorized wheelchair access.

· Smith: some of the issues we’re facing today stem from/could be solved by the 2nd bullet (qualifications of usability & accessibility testers, ie how the labs test the product).  I’d like to see that item advance.  There’s common interest in standardizing what the labs are doing.  Also, at some point we need to get a VVSG published, and the last 3 bullets (manual dexterity, precinct opscan feedback, wheelchair access) would seem to aid in putting the puzzle pieces into the next VVSG we want to put in front of the EAC.

· Gardner: DOJ is putting out an AMPRM on how we’re going to be affected with Title 3 and the internet.  
· Laskowski: this AMPRM says that all public websites need to be accessible.  This would include any websites that the states put out.  (508 was only for federal webpages).  

· Title 2 in ADA specifically affects the states.  So any website the states put out for voter assistance (for example, where’s your polling place…), would need to be accessible.
· And for the future, internet voting, should that become a possibility.  Any of those webpages/websites would need to be fully accessible.

· Laskowski: in our WhitePaper, Accessibility and Usability Considerations of Remote Voting Systems, we included the use of 508 if the system is web-based.  There’s a 508 refresh coming up, so depending on the timing, these issues could be connected.  

· Golden: the part DOJ is going to be working on has to do with web accessibility.  That’s going to be providing core access structure.  That’s going to be different than what might be UOCAVA online voting (where you might want to deliver accessibility as an add-on application). 

· Laskowski: this is a really good point.  If you’re doing internet voting not from your home (for example, at the library), how much accessibility should be built in to the application?  So how much accessibility do we build into the voting system, give that the voter may be in a public place, and may not have all of their personal assistive technologies with them.  Let’s add some of these issues into the UA Remote Voting WhitePaper.
· We could request someone from DOJ to join us in one of these WG calls?
· Also note that there’s still 5 months left for public comment on this ruling.

· Laskowski: so, looking at some of these accessibility issues, and any additional input we can get from DOJ, might work its way into one of the future pilots. 
· Q - Bellovin: who is going to set the criteria for whether the pilot is going to give us acceptable results. Setting the criteria can be contentious business.  Who is going to set these criteria/when and how?

· A - Herman: EAC, with input from TGDC and EAC Boards – presumably from FVAP too.  They will set these criteria.  

· Laskowski: so what would be an action item here with this? Draft a request to the EAC to have DOJ provide us with more information?  

· EAC should request that the DOJ speak with us, and also address some of these higher level scoping issues.  In addition to EAC alerting the voting community that this is coming down the pike. 
·  Ron and David will help Sharon draft a request; Josh will put it up the chain at EAC. 
· And we do need to mention this issue in the UA Remote Voting WhitePaper. 

· Additional issues & further discussion/prioritizing of issues:

· Laskowski: I’m going to reconstruct our list of topics with highest priority stuff up top.

· Status update on the progress on the test lab contractor qualifications document:  Sharon is waiting for additional input from NVLAP on their process for accrediting testers/contractors.  

· Related to this, another interim step:  There clearly are a handful of accessibility features that the existing systems are not delivering at all.  There’s probably a finite bunch this group could identify.  Would it be possible to develop some discussion narratives about those standards, so the test labs could use this?  To help them? 
· This could be a short document, several pages even.  It could serve as a Clarifications document.  Saying, for example, “non manual access means…”  Keep in mind, this is a separate document from the qualifications document we are currently working on.

· Other issues:

· With wheelchair access, we’re waiting for more information on wheelchair anthropometry. David Baquis to send some information on this to Sharon.
· Q- Baquis – would it be useful in January for the TGDC to get a demonstration of personal assistive technology from vendors?  Would that be useful/helpful?

· A – Sure, but they may be under nondisclosure for some of this stuff.  We would have to run this past the EAC lawyers.  

· David Baquis to put a paragraph together about what this could entail, and circulate it amongst this WG.  And then we’ll pass it over to the EAC.

· Meeting adjourned at 4:20 PM.

