UOCAVA WG

Minutes: 9/30/10

Present:

Nelson Hastings (NIST)

Karen Yavetz (NIST)

Marty Herman (NIST)

Andy Regenschied (NIST)

Sharon Laskowski (NIST)

John Wack (NIST)

Matt Masterson (EAC)

James Long (EAC)

David Wagner (TGDC)

Diane Golden (TGDC)

Linda Lamone (TGDC)

Paul Miller (TGDC)

Doug Jones (TGDC)

Helen Purcell (TGDC)

Tammy Patrick (Maricopa County, AZ)

Topics Discussed:

· Minutes from last meeting – no objections raised.
· We’ve started the ball rolling on the twiki.  We will use it like a shared blackboard.
· High Level Guidelines excerpts –Right now we have info consolidated into one document, with comments from Tammy and Doug.  How do we move forward from this point?  
· You can give us feedback on what you’d like NIST to do with this, we can strike out the stuff that’s not useful. Or we can come up with a new version.  If we do it this way we won’t be able to go through the requirements one by one to show you what stayed and what we took out. 
· Group agrees, let’s do the second option; new version.
· Lamone—would it be best to first discuss the whitepaper?  It presented some interesting approaches we could take.  
· Hastings – the white paper has different objectives & goals than the high level guidelines task (which is high level guidelines that any remote system should meet, regardless of whether it’s a pilot).
· Herman—we can put a preamble in the high level guidelines documents that explains that these are guidelines for an ultimate system, down the road.
· Purcell – yes, it should be made clear that these standards are meant for the future.
· Hastings – timeline for this work:  For next call, we’ll have a draft skeleton of the document.  Then WG members will look at that and do gap analysis.  We’re targeting November 23rd for the first complete draft of the document.  We’d like to do a presentation on this at January 2011 TGDC meeting.  Then we can get comments and present and updated version.
· Also considering a whitepaper outlining possible UOCAVA projects for 2012.  The UOCAVA roadmap outlines a series of phased pilot projects every 2 years.  What should happen in 2012 and what should TGDC do to support that?  
· Sent out Sept 24th via email: “Possible UOCAVA Pilot Projects for the 2012 Federal Election.” Key parts of this whitepaper.  The idea of this is that we’d like to provide the EAC with options for what the next pilot project should be. 
· We want to make sure that this whitepaper describes more than what’s already being done.  Take it one step further. And it would be helpful if we could prioritize the 5 goals listed in the beginning of section 2.
· According to the roadmap, the goal of the pilots is for us to learn things what we can use in an eventual internet voting system. Pilot should be a learning opportunity.
· We also need TGDC feedback (this is a whitepaper coming from the TGDC).
· Purcell –the 5th goal (“The pilot system should be an incremental step beyond previous efforts.  Past pilot efforts by FVAP, and/or state and local jurisdictions should be not duplicated unless problems must be addressed or additional information is needed”).  Does this mean we would not be looking at kiosks? Because that is something we currently already use?
· Regenscheid - kiosks can still be on the table.  We would just need to describe a kiosk system that goes beyond what Okaloosa did.
· Let’s walk through the 4 options – more work on electronic ballot delivery systems.  Can we get more specific ideas on what we could do there?  Anything new?  What could we do that would really be a step forward?
· Wagner – interoperability standard for delivery of the ballot in digital format, rather than static pdf.  Also, a standard for accessibility.
· Regenscheid – for each pilot we described the project and the path people have already done this year, and we tried to figure out what might the TGDC do to support that pilot.  
· Idea 1 – election information portal/website - would link voters to info on how they can vote in their jurisdiction, etc.  There’s already been some work on that. 
·  TGDC’s role in this could be to encourage enhanced functionality of the portal.
· But this issue has already been done.  So let’s take it out of the next draft.
· Idea 2 - kiosk based remote voting system pilot - similar to what Okaloosa did and what EAC developed requirements for earlier this year.  
· Let’s split this section into some different parts. 
· Role of TGDC – one possibility would be developing requirements.  Also sending ideas to EAC of what can be done next.
· Concerns?
· The expense of implementing manned kiosk programs. 
· Agreed, but keep in mind that this would be a pilot, used to test out various things. We aren’t intending this to be widely implemented. 
· Idea 3 - interoperability specifications for election data/functions - this could potentially be closely related to work on a common data format.  Potentially getting information on and off of UOCAVA systems, and/or election management systems.  
· Let’s also break this down into smaller sections. 
· In general, do people like these options in this section? YES!
· We will proceed by iteratively updating this whitepaper.  If anyone has any ideas of pilots we haven’t considered yet, write it up and send it over email.  This whitepaper is intended to be the TGDC’s thoughts on what the options are, and which 1, 2, or 3 pilots should be recommended.
· Next meeting will be October 14th at 3 PM.
