UOCAVA Working Group Meeting

Minutes – 9/1/10

Present:

· John Wack (NIST)
· Nelson Hastings (NIST)
· Andy Regenscheid (NIST)
· Karen Yavetz (NIST)
· Sharon Laskowski (NIST)
· Nikki Trella (Maryland) 

·  Paul Aumayr (Maryland)
· Diane Golden (TGDC)
· Patrick McDaniel (TGDC)
· David Wagner (TGDC)
· Tammy Patrick (Maricopa County, AZ)
· James Long (EAC)
Topics Discussed:

· Administrative details – Thursdays would be preferable for these calls, any time after 3 PM.

· NIST/EAC/FVAP UOCAVA Workshop, August 6 & 7, 2010. Thoughts?
· Tammy Patrick: the discussions on Day 2 were a little more fruitful, at least from an election administrator’s perspective.  I wanted to come away with some points to bring to my home-state.  The breakout sessions more productive for that. 
· Wagner:  My understanding of the “charge:” FVAP wanted us to think about electronic ballot return, and in particular, wanted to hear about metrics for how you would measure electronic voting, as opposed to vote by mail.  That’s a really ambitious goal, and I don’t know if we came out of it with any of those particular metrics.  But people learned a lot about issues outside of their own arena, which is a good thing.  
· It might make sense for us to now identify 1 or 2 areas that are the “unknowns” in terms of what technology can achieve. (This, as opposed to other challenges, which are more engineering issues).  
·  From a security perspective, can we achieve auditability? Can we reach enough voters? Can we make it accessible/usable for a broad number of voters? 
·  Also interesting to hear about a range of technology options that are being used by vendors. For example, “kiosk in a box” ideas.  The solutions might not be one size fits all.  It can be a combination approach.

· NIST has received notes from the breakout session, which we can put into a report from the workshop.  We’ll let the breakout session chairs have a look at it, and then post it so others can comment. 

· Additional input we should get from the voting community?

· Wagner: One question, which might be useful to us further down the road: what does auditability mean in terms of a UOCAVA voting system?  

· Discussion of the working group tasking:

· TGDC is to identify ideas for future UOCAVA pilots.  Then pass this on to the EAC and FVAP. 
· The UOCAVA roadmap puts forth an iterative process.  The idea is that every few years, NIST, TGDC, EAC, and FVAP will work together to identify some sort of new pilot, which will help us learn something useful for the development of future systems, as well as making UOCAVA voting easier. 
·  If there’s going to be a new pilot for 2012, this group can start identifying options for what such a pilot might be.  
· Things to consider with kiosk based pilots:  In terms of technology we could try to test, is there some logistics problems we’re trying to see?  For example, when multiple jurisdictions and ballot styles are being brought up on the same kiosk.
· Many states are implementing electronic blank ballot delivery, in terms of MOVE Act compliance.  We might have an opportunity here for interoperability, voluntary standards, that might help guide the implementation of this.  If these blank ballot delivery systems are built correctly, this could help facilitate the next generation of systems.  
· Ideas for next steps for a possible 2012 pilot:
· Trella: Right now we deliver voting materials by static PDF.  I’d like us in 2012 to be able to move towards a wizard interface.  I’m not predicting that our system becomes a delivery/return system.  But it would be nice if we build things now that could work if we get to that position.  

· Discussion on the high level non-testable guidelines, mentioned in the Roadmap.  At what scope/level should these guidelines be?  Are there different scoping documents we can use as a starting point?  
· Tammy Patrick: Is there a minimum requirement, and then a stretch goal?  We will have individuals measuring things against these guidelines.  It would be nice to list the most basic requirements, and then the things that we’d like to see, if possible.  

· The EAC has discussed this idea of multiple levels of certification.  It might be problematic.  If you have 2 jurisdictions next to each other, one certified to the basic, one to the complex, how does that work?  Is one vote more secure than the other, etc.
· Keep in mind, we are not going to be certifying to these high level guidelines.  But, the states are going to be measured against it, regardless.  
· These high level guidelines can be thought of as what should come in the future/What the goals are for the future.  Remember that at the past TGDC meeting, Pat Gallagher spoke about EPA, and their use of BAT (Best Available Technology). We can keep this in mind, if we’re worried that current systems might be unfairly held to/compared to our ideal goals. 

· We also need to consider balancing the specificity of these guidelines: Broad guidelines can apply to lots of systems.  Specific, direct guidelines can provide a target for vendors to reach towards.
· Are there existing documents we can use as a foundation for our own effort in developing the high level guidelines?  We’ve discussed the Council of Europe’s existing standard for E-Voting.  
· We will extract out some portions of the high level requirements in this document, and circulate this amongst this WG.  In our next call we can talk about the level, and if we need to go higher/lower, etc?  

· Next call will be on a Thursday at 3 PM.  Meeting adjourned at 4:15 PM.
