UOCAVA Working Group Meeting Minutes: 10/6/2011

Attendance:

	Organization
	Attendees

	EAC
	Joshua Franklin

	Maricopa County, AZ
	Tammy Patrick

	Maryland State Board of Elections
	Nikki Trella, Paul Aumayr

	NIST
	Andrew Regenscheid, Sharon Laskowski , Bill Burr, David Flater, Nelson Hastings

	TGDC
	Don Merriman, Ed Smith, Doug Jones, Linda Lamone, Matt Masterson


Discussion and review of UOCAVA process diagrams:

1. It was suggested that “Process 6: Count Ballots” diagram be used to include a “Final Canvassing” action/item after the “Combine with other Election Results”. The process diagram will be updated based on the discussion of including the “Final Canvassing” action/item. 

2. It was suggested to add a “Voter request” process in addition to the “Process 1A: Prepare and Submit Voter Registration Application” process. After a discussion, it was agreed that another process was not required, but the risks associated with a “Voter request” process can and will be captured within the existing processes.

3. It was pointed out that “Prepare and Submit Voter Registration Application” process makes the assumption that every election official verifies wet signatures, particularly in 5-b. However, some jurisdictions only verify a signature is present but does not validate or verify the signature. There is need to update the description between what is a considered “valid” and “invalid” as a result of 5-b: presence or absence of a signature as well as signature verification. Also need to remove [Signed] from “Voter's Affidavit” and change “Mark Ballot Challenged” to “Tentative Reject List”.

Discussion and review of risk analysis worksheets:

1. A point was made that different mail systems – USPS, Military mail, and Foreign mail – have different risks associated with them so would need to be taken into account.

2. Discussion on how identifying risk for individual ballots verses groups of ballots effect the risk analysis and how it should be accounted for in the worksheets. The impact and likelihood fields of the risk spreadsheet will be influenced by looking at individual ballots verses groups of ballots. It was concluded for the working groups task that looking at risks on a per ballot basis is the approach to be taken.

Next Steps:

1. Working group members to start to fill in the risk table first then look at filling in the risk descriptions. 
2. Next working group call on October 20th at 2PM (Eastern time)
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