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	VoteCal Statewide Voter Registration System Project

<Use Case: UC01.13.01 / Check for Duplicate Driver's License/State ID Rejections>



Use 
Case: UC01.13.01 / Check for Duplicate Driver's License/State ID Rejections

	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S4.7 VoteCal must notify SOS administrators if the IDV verified DL/ID for a voter is associated with another registration record in the system and an authorized county user has determined that the existing registrant record in VoteCal with the same DL/ID is not the same voter.
S4.23 If VoteCal identifies potential matches for a voter during the registration process and the user processing the registration determines no matches are valid, then VoteCal must subsequently send notice of the potential duplicate registration to the appropriate county for the potential duplicate pre-existing record(s) for review and verification that there is no match. 

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is for an SOS User to check for instances when two County Users have determined that a potential DMV ID Verification (IDV) match based on the same Driver’s License or State ID (DL/ID) does not actually refer to the same voters. These are unexpected because they are high confidence matches based on DL/ID and may warrant further investigation if two counties own records with the same DL/ID and both reject the related match case work item.

	Actors:
	SOS User

	Trigger:
	Instances where voter registration records have the same DL/ID but do not refer to the same voter are very rare. Two County Users from each of the respective counties owning a match record both rejecting such a match could be mistaken. There may be instances when a match should be accepted and the DL/ID changed because the DMS assigned two people the same DL/ID or the existing registrant has a DL/ID attached to a record pre-VoteCal. This use case is triggered whenever a second County User rejects such matches that a first County User has already rejected. 

	System:
	VoteCal Application

	Preconditions:
	Either the following must be true:

1. The initial county (aka ‘gaining’ county) rejected a single high-confidence match through UC01.03.01 Record Voter Registration Information through EMS. Upon confirmation of the voter as ‘New’,  (through UC01.24.01 State Update Record), the second county (aka ‘losing’ county) was presented with the work item. 
· The second (aka ‘losing’) county rejected the potential match through 03.42.01 Accept or Reject Duplicate Voter Match Case through VoteCal or 03.42.02 Accept or Reject Duplicate Voter Match Case through EMS.
· Upon the second county rejecting the potential match work item, a new work item is created for SOS to review the Rejected Duplicate DL/ID Match.

2. Records were detected by the Duplicate Voter Detection Job as being potential duplicates based on DL/ID. (The Duplicate Voter Detection Job will, among other types of duplicate detection, check for records having the same DL/ID, but not pertaining to the same voter.)  
· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:
	1. User accesses the Work Item Management area of the System.

2. System presents UI05.xxx Work Item Summary Screen.  

3. User accesses the Work Item Management area of the application.

4. System presents UI05.xxx Work Item Summary Screen.  This screen displays the various types of work items that exist with the corresponding count of open items for each type. 
5. User selects the “Review Rejected Duplicate DL/ID Matches by County Users”.
6. System queries match case work items with status of “Rejected by User” and records detected by the Duplicate Voter Detection Job as being potential duplicates based on IDV verified DL/ID. 
7. System displays all match cases to the User. 
8. If the user is able to resolve the issue and determines that the two voter records are the same person, the User will close the match case with a status of “Accepted”.
8.1. The match case is set to the Accepted state.

8.2. A “Record Merged by Duplicate Match” Voter Activity item is appended to the newer voter’s record. 

8.3. The child records of the older voter record (including historical addresses, voter activity history, affidavit images, signature images, other attached documents, voting participation history, user comments/contact history, and custom voter data) are copied, to support the undo operation. 

8.3.1. The copied child records have a StateVoterID set to the value of the newer record, and have an indicator flag that they were created as the result of a merge. 
8.3.2. Business rules are applied when the child records are copied (e.g. removing a First Time Federal Voter flag because voter participation records for a Federal Election were copied into the newer voter record).
8.3.3. The original child records with a StateVoterID of the older voter are marked as deleted but not physically deleted, to support the undo operation. 
8.3.4. Business rules are applied when the child records are 

8.4.  The older voter record is marked as deleted but not physically deleted, to support the undo operation.  

8.5. The Match Case record is saved with details of the version changes for each voter record and the new record’s relationship to the older record so that the undo operation is supported. As a result, it is also removed from the open match case list.
8.6. Appropriate messages are added to the EMS Message Queue for the counties of both the newer and older records to indicate that the voter record status must be synchronized locally. 

8.6.1. The County of the older record will change the status to ‘Cancelled’ with reason ‘Merged to Newer Duplicate’ to synchronize with the deleted record.
8.6.2. The County with the newer record may pull down the additional data from the older voter record (e.g. voter participation history), based upon EMS Design configuration for that County.<GetVoter API>

	Alternative Flows:
	3a. If PS finds no records, then no further processing is required. The use case ends.
8a. If the user is able to resolve the issue and determines that the two voter records are not the same person, the User will close the match case with a status of “Rejected”
. 

8a.1 The use case ends. 

	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	N/A

	Frequency of Use:
	TBD

	Business Rules:
	N/A

	Assumptions:
	N/A

	Notes and Issues:
	N/A
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�Note: this UC # has been re-purposed to reflect only a portion of the VR process. As such, the old version of requirements/normal flow/alternate flow/exceptions have been wholesale deleted (without track changes). This is intended to enhance readability.


�Paula: No comments for this use case.


�Are??


�Do we need to capture a reason for “Rejected” Status here?
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