UOCAVA Working Group

Minutes: 9-16-10

Present:

Nelson Hastings (NIST)

Mike Kass (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

Marty Herman (NIST)

James Long (EAC)

Tammy Patrick (Maricopa County, AZ)

Don Palmer (TGDC)

Diane Golden (TGDC)

Patrick McDaniel (TGDC)

Helen Purcell (TGDC)

David Wagner (TGDC)

Linda Lamone (TGDC)

Doug Jones (TGDC)

Topics Discussed:

· Review of minutes from the last meeting.  No objections.
· Discuss the excerpts of the Council of Europe’s Recommendation.  Are they appropriate as a starting point?  If so, how can they be modified?  Don Palmer sent out some necessary functionality that needed to be captured.  Doug Jones sent out an annotation of appendix 1 (preliminary requirements section of the document).
· Thoughts on this document:
· Palmer - This document is a good start.  It’s good that it addresses things in a general high level manor.  We can work off of this. There is a lot of filler here, and we as a working group could come up a much narrower, succinct document.

· Purcell - A lot of the things in here are very common sense things.  That’s imperative.  We want to include that.
· Jones - There’s a lot of good stuff here, well intentioned, but a bit off the mark one way or another.  A few areas of concern: a lot of it is Eurocentric, in that they imagine ballots with just one race on the ballot. Also, there’s a constant reference to competent electoral authorities.  And some of the more interesting voting systems, such as end to end crypto machines, might actually be forbidden under strict reading of these standards (in relation to ballot secrecy).  

· Jones - Certain things in the document are out of scope, for example, online candidate nomination. 
· To work with this document, maybe we can even keep the original text verbatim and then annotate it?
· Hasting: Question - how easy/difficult was it to modify the accessibility requirements in this?
· A: (Golden) - it was a helpful process for me, to think through what wasn’t there, what would have to be added, what was in there that was in conflict with HAVA, how their perception was that the e-voting system was just the application, for lack of a better word.  They weren’t including any voter use equipment, per se.  

· Wagner – I didn’t see much in the document that was specific to UOCAVA systems.  That would need to be added.  Also the transparency requirements, to me, seemed a little weak and a bit peculiar.  We might want to look at that.  Also, maybe some sort of accuracy requirement.  And we should elaborate on vote capture requirements in our edits.

· Jones – Agree, this document assumes that election setup is straightforward, and almost done out of one central office. What we have is different than that.

· Tammy Patrick – in the secret suffrage portion of it, it wouldn’t let someone vote a provisional ballot.

· Next step:  continue annotating the document Doug Jones has initiated, online.  Use track changes.  We’ll look into getting a wiki setup. 
· Ideas for future pilots – ideas we could give to FVAP & EAC.  

· Deployable pilot voting systems – what are pilots we could suggest that might actually be deployable in 2011-2012 type timeframe? 

· Deployable – meaning flexible enough for those deployed overseas and on ships.  Kiosk models that you pack up and ship overseas.  That’s deployable.

· Wagner – in addition to kiosk based approach, another modest deployable system: today many states are providing a way for blank ballot delivery.  A small incremental step forward might be to develop a single portal/point of entry that could be advertised to all voters.  So they don’t have to track down their own state’s page, etc. 
· What about some small device like an ipad, that’s shipped overseas.  Use that as a simple type of polling place, where ballots can be printed, filled out, then shipped back.

· Jones –can we get any type of accessibility on an ipad?  Pilot projects may be subject to relaxed accessibility requirements?
· Golden – actually the ipad has some great accessibility features.  That’s not the problem. The problem is that you still have printer and paper.  

· Wagner – maybe there’s some hope that the voter could mark their ballot directly on the ipad, using an accessible interface?  

· Golden – yes, as long as the core information is digital, the assistive technology to make it work is out there.  

· Lamone – the problem is that they’re not voting on paper stock that the current county scanning systems can read.  Locals would have to duplicate the ballots onto ballot stock with the correct timing marks.

· Jones – that’s right; it puts it in the same school as fax voting.  It looks like the correct ballot but it needs duplicating.  But in most districts the UOCAVA population is going to be fairly small.

· What if there were some type of interoperability standard, or way to get access to blank ballots, in some way other than static pdfs.  Like a common data input output interface for UOCAVA systems. From an accessibility perspective, that would be incredibly helpful.  

· Next telecon will be Sept 30 at 3 PM.
