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Use 
Case: UC01.18.01/ Derive Unique Identifier for Voter Record

	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S1.7 Whenever processing requires a "notice" be sent to an independent county, that notice must be sent electronically and must include sufficient data for automatic processing and import of the data into the county EMS.
S2.3 VoteCal must generate and store a unique identifier (UID) for each registrant in accordance with the rules.
S4.6 VoteCal must prevent a new record from being added to the database with the same UID as assigned to another registration record.
S5.1 VoteCal must support the existing DMV ID verification (IDV) interface on a transactional basis.  (Refer to the Bidders Library for more detailed specification of that interface.)
S5.3  VoteCal must automatically assign the voter a unique ID (UID) based on the DL/ID if:

· IDV verifies the provided DL/ID as an exact match, or 

· IDV identifies a DL/ID as a single exact match when no DL/ID was provided, or when a different DL/ID was provided.

S5.4  VoteCal must automatically generate a unique ID (UID) for the voter based on the SSN4 if:

· The IDV verifies the SSN4 as a single exact match or multiple exact match, and

· The IDV does not identify a DL/ID as a single exact match when no DL/ID was provided.

S5.5 VoteCal must automatically generate a unique ID (UID) for the voter based upon an SOS-approved algorithm, if the IDV is unable to either match the provided DL/ID or SSN4 or identify a single exact match to a DL/ID.  

S5.6 When VoteCal generates a UID that is not based on the DL/ID, the algorithm must ensure that if the voter reregisters at a later time with the same information, the system will generate the same UID or base number for the UID.

S5.7 When VoteCal validation cannot be completed at time of entry due to DMV/SSA verification system unavailability, the record must be saved with a generated UID.  VoteCal must automatically retry an incomplete ID verification, and if a DL/ID or SSN4 is verified for the voter, VoteCal must:

· Reassign an appropriate UID to the voter;

· Notify the county of the change in the voter’s UID; and

· Identify any potential pre-existing records for that voter and provide electronic notice of the potential match to the county of the pre-existing record(s).

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to use data provided and results from a recent call to the IDV at the Department of Motor Vehicles to derive a State Unique Identifier for a selected voter.

This is a sub-case that is included as part of the flow in parent use cases but is never invoked by itself.

	Actors:
	VoteCal Job Processing Service (JS) 

	Trigger:
	A new registration, a change to an existing registration, or a voter transfer has resulted in the need to check the voter’s identity and to potentially create or change a state unique identifier for the voter.


	System:
	VoteCal Application, DMV IDV Interface (IDV) 

	Preconditions:
	· VoteCal system has received new or changed identifying information for a voter and has made a call to the IDV function of the Department of Motor Vehicles to confirm voter identity. This Use Case is always reached after a user has insisted that the voter is new.


	Post conditions:
	· A State Unique Identifier is established for use in other system functions.

	Normal Flow
:
	1.  If  IDV verifies the provided DL/ID as an exact match then: (see alternate flows)
a. JS sets the UID = the provided DL/ID. This should overwrite the previous value, if a previous value existed (as when the UID is based on SSN4 or the algorithm). 

b. Proceed to step 3. 

2. If no DL/ID or SSN4 match is made, JS sets the UID according to business rules for an algorithm ID.
3. JS searches for any existing Voter Record
 (including cancelled) with the same UID.  If a duplicate is found, then

a. Add a voter activity record indicating that an alternate UID was assigned due to duplication.

b. Add a corresponding message to the EMS Message Queue.

c.  Go back to step 2.

4. If the generated UID represents a change for an existing voter and
 the change resulted from a voter update entered through the VoteCal user interface, JS adds a Voter Record Change message to the EMS message queue.   
5. Continue UC01.24.01 – State Update Record (see alternate flows)


	Alternative Flows:
	1a. If  IDV verifies the SSN4 as a single exact match  or “single match, deceased”:

1a.1 JS sets the UID according to business rules that use the 4 digits of the SSN4 combined with other data 
1a.2 Proceed to step 3.
1b. If IDV identifies a DL/ID as a single exact match when no DL/ID was provided, or when a different DL/ID was provided:

1b.1 JS validates that there is no other user with a UID matching the DL/ID returned from the IDV. 
1b.2 If there is no other user with a UID matching the DL/ID returned from the IDV, JS sets the UID = the DL/ID returned from IDV. Proceed to step 3. 
1b.3 If there is another user with a UID matching the DL/ID returned from the IDV, proceed to step 2. 
5a. If the voter record is “Cancelled-Deceased”, end of the use case.  


	Exceptions:
	N/A.



	Includes:
	UC01.24.01 – State Update Record

	Frequency of Use:
	Continuous.  Always occurs as part of the voter registration or voter record change process. Expected to occur more frequently during the registration period leading up to an election.  According to T4.2, system must handle up to 100 registrations per second (200 transactions per second, registration involves 2 transactions)  

	Business Rules:
	UID constructed with last 4 of SSN:
· 1st Character: the character “X” (to signify the Unique ID is based on a SSN)

· 2nd thru 5th Characters: Last four digits of the registrant’s SSN

· 6th thru 11th Characters: Registrant’s date of birth in the format “MMDDYY”
UID constructed with no DL/ID and no SSN4:

· 1st Character: the character “I” (to signify the Unique ID is generated for a person without DL or SSN.)

· 2nd – 6th characters are all upper case 

· 2nd Character: First letter of the registrant’s First Name, else if no first letter, then use the character “2” (two).

· 3rd Character: Third letter of the registrant’s First Name, else if no third letter, use second letter of First Name, else if no second letter, use first letter of First Name, else if no first letter, then use the character “3” (three).

· 4th Character: First letter of the registrant’s Middle Name, else if no first letter, then use the character “4” (four).

· 5th Character: First letter of the registrant’s Last Name, else if no first letter, then use the character “5” (five).

· 6th Character: Third letter of the registrant’s Last Name, else if no third letter, use second letter of Last Name, else if no second letter, use first letter of Last Name, else if no first letter, then use the character “6” (six).

· 
7th thru 12th Characters: Registrant’s date of birth 
in the format “MMDDYY”

	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 on this use case.


�Art: I gather from the edits that we don’t want to refer to the calling use cases, but it seems to me that the trigger for this use case is really one of the calling use cases, not the business situation.


[BMc] Makes sense to me.


�Art: I don’t understand what this sentence means. 


It implies that there is always a manual screen. Is this true? 


Secondly, the verb “insisted” implies that there was some evidence to the contrary.


[BMc] Also, I don’t believe this is accurate.  If not verified with every registration update or addition, it should at least be called everytime there is a change in voter ID


�Art: By it’s very nature, I find this flow difficult to follow, with so many ‘if” conditions. If I’m the only one, then disregard this comment.


If others share my view, then the only solution I can think of is a flow diagram.


[BMc] If you think this is bad, you should read the actual statute!.


Seriously, Step one sets up all the possible results from IDV as alternate flows except  ‘no match’.  Why isn’t step 2 an alternate flow as well?


�Art: ….in VoteCal? If so, wouldn’t that check be the first step?


[BMc] This (Step 3) doesn’t make sense to me here.  Why are we checking again for a potential match?  Haven’t we already done this as part of the initial steps/UCs in the registration process?


�Art: What if this ‘and” condition is only ½ met?  


Is this another alternate flow?


�Should this be ‘return to UC01.26.01, Step 5’?


�Something should happen if this is the case.  Does control also pass to UC01.24.01 (step 5 above) which reacts to this condition? 


�So have you decided with the existing algorithm, and not come up with something better?


�For Voter’s that do not have a DOB today in the system, is VoteCal still going to use the default “01/01/1900” or something else?


[BMc]  Good question.  How will this be handled at initial startup?  (Note that going forward, all new/updated registrations will have a DOB)
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