UOCAVA Working Group Meeting: 
10/28/10

Present:

Nelson Hastings (NIST)

Andy Regenscheid (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Belinda Collins (NIST)
Marty Herman (NIST)

Mike Kass (NIST)
Phill Jenkins (TGDC)

Paul Miller (TGDC)
Ron Gardner (TGDC)
David Wagner (TGDC)

Don Palmer (TGDC)

Linda Lamone (TGDC)

James Long (EAC)

Josh Franklin (EAC)

Tammy Patrick (Maricopa County, AZ)

Topics Discussed:

· Next call – falls on Veteran’s Day.  Next call will be Friday, November 12th at 3 PM.  The following call will be Thursday, November 18th at 3 PM.
· The last call before TGDC meeting will be on December 16th – at that point we will freeze the versioning of our documents. 
· UOCAVA Pilots discussion – we want to make sure we learn something new and something useful from the pilots.  

· Miller – I’d argue that there are useful things we’d learn from a kiosk based pilot for UOCAVA voting.  But it’s the PC based internet voting that election officials really want to get to.  

· Regenscheid - will we be able to recruit state and local election officials to join these pilots? 
· Miller - I think election officials would be willing to participate if there would be federal funding of the pilot.  

· Wagner – new pilot projects could work with multijurisdictional voting, and voter authentication (which would need to be dealt with for PC voting), and also unattended kiosk.
· Miller – overseas kiosk based pilots are a very difficult starting pilot.  But we could address the same issue by setting up kiosk voting for military bases in the U.S. (manned by resources from the local election jurisdictions).

· Our current draft whitepaper on Possible UOCAVA Pilot Projects for the 2012 Federal Election doesn’t talk about this.  We can add this in.  
· Hastings - how concerned should we be about jurisdictions going off and doing their own thing for UOCAVA voting?
· Palmer – it would obviously be better if FVAP had looked at the pilot, and it was a coordinated pilot, instead of the state going off on its own.  I think that having a couple of different pilots provides states and counties with the opportunity to participate in something that’s a little more supervised.  Both parties win.  I think states would much rather have something they could participate in, instead of just going it alone.

· Hastings – one of our ideas is to reach out to states and find out information from them on certain types of data, and this will be helpful in our research.  Do you think states would be receptive to that type of outreach?
· Miller & Palmer – yes, especially WVA and DC. 
· Regenscheid – Section 2 of the document Possible UOCAVA Pilot Projects for the 2012 Federal Election identifies 5 very high level goals. Can we be thinking about getting more specific about this?  Especially: in what ways can we improve UOCAVA voting and what do we want to learn from the pilots?
· Should the pilot get into more specific goals of how we want to improve Usability/Accessibility/Security/Election Administration?  How each pilot would or wouldn’t improve those areas?  What would we learn about Usability/Accessibility/ Security/Election Administration? 
· Miller – yes, this definitely should be done somewhere, maybe in the whitepaper, maybe not.  Particularly for the states who want to participate.  I think it would be useful for them to know what we are hoping to learn from the project.

· Palmer – yes, I do think it’s a good idea.  I think we should also focus on how we are going to get to those voters who are in an area that’s not near any center.  Unmanned kiosk pilots would obviously teach us a lot about what is/isn’t possible, and how things actually works for the troops in the field.  
· Miller – yes, those are exactly the people that we’re interested in getting to: the people overseas who really can’t get to a kiosk, and for whom mail really doesn’t work for.

· Herman - Is there time to get a pilot like that running in time for the 2012 election?

· Miller - I think yes.  

· Palmer – I think that FVAP and Congress like the PC based systems.  There’s some concern in the community about PC based voting.  But if we’re really looking into stretching things, and getting things to those that need it the most, it would be through PC based voting – people who can’t get access to a kiosk, mail, or fax.
· The unattended kiosk:  what are we trying to learn?  One is remote voter authentication, good and bad ways of doing that, what else?  

· Palmer – is it actually usable?  Can you walk in a use it?  Is it self explanatory?  Will the voter need any assistance?  From an election administration POV, are we going to be limited to federal ballots?  Or will it be down to the precinct or state level?  Do we loose anything by this, as opposed to absentee ballots?  Can we maintain the level of security in the field, as we find when we test it?
· Wagner – I agree: remote voter authentication, multijurisdictional, physical tamper aspects, unique to unattended kiosks.
· Miller – purely logistical: how do we locate where you would put these unmanned kiosks?  And how many people can we really expect to be able to use them, if we’re really trying to get to the people that are hard to reach, so much so that mail and email don’t work?
· Tammy Patrick – also how does the material get returned to each of the jurisdictions for tabulation?  And do they meet the deadline for tabulation, because states/jurisdictions are all different.

· Miller -- we sent out a survey to our UOCAVA voters in August.  And just now we are getting some of them back, including the undeliverable things we sent out.  I can compile some basic information on this.  
· Regenscheid – what do we want to try to learn about in terms of accessibility in unattended kiosks?
· With attended kiosk, we tend to think of it as a remote DRE.  With unattended kiosk, can we create a cheap, small kiosk that can be sent around the world?  We talked about using an ipad.  Would we expect that accessibility features would be built into applications on that device?  Would we want to look to see how good the built-in accessibility features are?

· Jenkins – with the ipad example: whether it’s remotely deployed or not, I would encourage us to make sure that the software is loaded. 

· We really do want to learn something about Usability and Accessibility in these pilots.  And we really might learn more if we start these pilots in a controlled area, instead of throwing them out into the wild.

· Tammy Patrick – one thing is how would the pilot improve the voter’s ability to participate if they still have to return the physical ipad (or whatever) to the jurisdiction for tabulation?
· Hastings - If an unmanned kiosk is in a place where it doesn’t have network connectivity, it would cue up the ballots, then upload the ballots when it does have a connection.  It’s a controlled device, as opposed to someone’s home PC, which could be infected.  I think the idea is that the actual device wouldn’t necessarily need to go back to the jurisdiction’s home base for tabulation.  
· Are there any other types of pilots we should consider? Paul was asking about FVAP making some systems available for public evaluation. And then companies can do Usability/Accessibility/Security testing.  Is that something we want to include in our lists of potential pilots?  

· Lamone – yes

· Wagner – I think we could learn something from it.  And it would be great to have NIST and FVAP involved in that.
· Meeting adjourned, next call will be Friday November 12th at 3 PM.

