UOCAVA Working Group Meeting Minutes: 08/11/2011

Attendance:
	Organization
	Attendees

	EAC
	Brian Hancock

	Maricopa County, AZ
	Tammy Patrick

	Maryland State Board of Elections
	Nikki Trella, Paul Aumayr

	NIST
	Andrew Regenscheid, Belinda Collins, Benjamin Long, Bill Burr, David Flater, John Kelsey, Nelson Hastings

	TGDC
	Don Merriman, Don Palmer, Doug Jones, Linda Lamone, Matt Masterson


Summary of Essential Highlights and Conclusions:

1. Discuss/recap on recent FVAP meeting and the proposal for a competition-based process for the demonstration project.
2. There was some interest, although no consensus, in the UOCAVA WG in the competition-based process.  Various forms of the process were discussed including a kind of grant-based RFP model, most likely through FVAP, having several rounds including development of evaluation criteria and incremental vetting of community submissions.
3. NIST and EAC agreed that FVAP plan/position with respect to the competition-based process is needed from Bob Carey in writing. Likewise, there was additional agreement that if the EAC, NIST, and TGDC supported this process, they would need to wait to develop low-level guidelines.
4. Discussion considered how the pre-existing NIST hash algorithm competition-based process might be applicable to this arena. Essential debates concluded that voting systems are more interdisciplinary, and less precisely specifiable than the NIST hash algorithm process, though additional templates for this process were raised regarding the public development of the ADA language specification as an example of community development and vetting of a complex system.

5. The Working Group also discussed the necessary data and important focus areas for further developing risk analysis work. Members will seek out relevant data and will consider how to best begin decomposing the available information, including the recent military postal report, as well as upcoming reports from FVAP and the EAC.
Action Items / Take-Aways:
1. EAC and NIST will talk to FVAP, get more information on FVAP's plan on holding a competition, and report back to the working group.

2. Continued work/assignments with regard to the risk-assessment work:

a. Election officials: Please identify and share any relevant information you might have with the UOCAVA mailing list.

b. NIST:  1) Email NASED to ask for their information. 2) David Flater and Andrew Regenscheid -- think about how to break down failure modes and determine whether or not the ones we have are the right ones.

3. Everyone:  

a. Look at the report from the military postal agency (attached to announcement email for this meeting). 
b. Consider the data the comes in to the group. 
c. Using the data, among other things, look for any relevant patterns such as connections between participation-rate-numbers and estimations-on-failure-rates.
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