UOCAVA WG Meeting

Minutes: 12-16-10
Members Present:

Nelson Hastings (NIST)

John Wack (NIST)

Andrew Regenscheid (NIST)

Belinda Collins (NIST)

Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Don Palmer (TGDC)

Tammy Patrick (Maricopa County, AZ)

Helen Purcell (TGDC)

Phill Jenkins (TGDC)

Paul Miller (TGDC)

Linda Lamone (TGDC)

Doug Jones (TGDC)

James Long (EAC)

Topics Discussed:

· Review of minutes from last meeting – no objections.
· Documents from this working group – we will freeze them after this call (high level guidelines and UOCAVA pilot documents).
· High Level Guidelines document – path forward:  We had CoE base document, and the EAC’s document.  Based on the last call, people seemed to prefer working the EAC’s document to completion.  Is that correct? Yes.

· People seemed tentatively supportive of the idea of writing lower level requirements in focused areas, such as remote voter authentication, and communication channels.  Draft slides for TGDC meeting do show this idea.  

· Phill – when the precinct communicates to the states, is that what we mean by remote communication?

· Andy – right now, we mean internet voting.  That’s a bit different than if you’re just talking about (precincts reporting their results back to the states).
· In terms of writing requirements for internet voting systems, let’s identify some of the areas where we already know we’d need to write new requirements.

· Tammy – returns coming in – similar to the way we would do it currently for polling places to have the results be modem-ed in.  If it’s a kiosk, that would be similar to a remote precinct, where some total of the votes would come in.  Are there multiple pc’s being used? Or is the vote being cast anywhere? (For instance, not in the kiosk?) In some cases there may need to be more security built in when multiple votes are being cast.
· Nelson – ok, we may want to get a resolution about that.  We can write up some text and get something circulated on the mailing list.  And then we’ll need a volunteer from this working group to present it at the meeting.
· UOCAVA pilot projects document – we did get a few comments on the document with regards to accessibility.  Has anyone else gotten a chance to look at the 2 drafts sent out this week?  Both had more information about the purpose of what each pilot would be.

· Phill – the one comment I have: in 3.1.1 – purpose of the electronic ballot.  Can you emphasize a little more about the issue of election management, and how the states get involved there?  It might be useful to highlight that in the beginning.

· Also in the unattended kiosk model – there are known accessibility issues already with things like tablet computers and iphones.  One thing might be to look at the known issues, and we can verify if those are still issues and do apply to remote voting systems.  

· OK, we can certainly make changes to the whitepaper based on these points, Phill.

· Other comments or specific suggestions for new/modified text in the document? Also keep in mind that some concerns will be addressed when we choose a pilot and start focusing in on it.

· Doug -- And we want to add in section 2 that we want this pilot to be something we can really learn from, not just a demonstration.

· Paul and Belinda second that.

· Andy – We sent out some draft powerpoint slides that will be presented at the TGDC meeting.  Essentially it reviews our charge (this all originally came up because the UOCAVA roadmap calls for a series of pilot projects, to learn how to achieve secure remote voting.  It calls for a series of pilots every 2 years, the first one being in 2012). 

· One thing we’d like to do at the TGDC meeting is make a recommendation to the EAC of what pilots should be pursued.  Can we get some agreement within this group of what pilots you’d like to recognize?
· Linda – are we going to have a presentation at the meeting of what FVAP has on their plate? 

· Yes, Bob Carey, the director of FVAP will be at the meeting.  We’ve been working with FVAP’s chief of staff to get a presentation on that.  It’s early in the agenda, so we’ll hopefully get some clarification, or ask for more details if we still aren’t clear.

· Phill – also if we could somehow spread out our votes? Be able to prioritize them a little bit. Instead of picking one, it’s more like prioritizing from a list.
· Or we could not have a recommendation – just have the 5 options and pass that off to the EAC and FVAP.  Do you think that would be better?

· Doug – until we find out where FVAP is moving, it makes sense to not prioritize these.  On the other hand, pursuing all 5 options might not be productive, and I think we can give some recommendation.
· Helen – I agree, I think we need to wait to hear from FVAP, and then we can make a recommendation.  I think to pursue all 5 might be bit much.

· Doug – the first 3 are voting system related, putting something out in the field.  The last 2 are foundational work, which could support any future direction we might move in.  And I think we need to emphasize this distinction.

· Paul – yes, I’m in 100 % agreement with Doug on that issue.  We as a state went through the ballot delivery wizard.  And it made fundamentally clear the need for the infrastructure that can take voter and ballot information from a variety of areas and carry it in a way we can use – the need for a common data format.

· Andy – I agree, NIST is pursuing work on a common data format.  And a resolution could be put forth emphasizing the need for that.
· Belinda –this distinction between 3 actual projects and 2 areas to pursue, changes the outcome a bit.  We may want to ask for a resolution to pull the actual pilots apart from the other 2 issues.

· Andy -- OK, then the idea becomes we’ll still discuss this at the meeting.  But we won’t have a recommendation section within the slides.

· OK, we’ll send out a new version of the whitepaper, based on what we went over in this call.  If you have any last minute changes make sure you let us know today.

· Nelson -- next call will be January 6th at 3 PM.
