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	VoteCal: Statewide Voter Registration System

Use Case: UC105 / Add Organization


	
	VoteCal Statewide Voter Registration System Project

<Use Case: UC03.22.01 / Process DMV COA Work Item though EMS>



Use 
Case: UC03.22.01 
/ Process DMV COA Work Item though EMS

	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S2.1 VoteCal must provide functionality that enables authorized county and state users to add new registered voters and to update data associated with existing registered voters.

S6.4 For matches of DMV COA and new registration transactions against existing voter registration records that do not meet the established confidence threshold, VoteCal must automatically:

· Send an electronic notice of the potential match and address update for the pre-existing voter registration record to the appropriate county for follow-up and determination if the potential match is valid; and

· Update the voter activity history of the potential registration change/match from DMV.

S6.5 When a county verifies that a pre-existing voter registration record matches the new DMV registration or COA transaction, VoteCal must:

· Record that information, including the basis for determination, in the voter activity history of the matched voter;

· Update the voter’s registration record with the new address from the DMV COA transaction;

· Reassign the voter to the appropriate county;

· Flag the voter’s record for automatic generation of a VNC; and

· Send an electronic notice to the appropriate county(s) of the registration change.

S6.6 If a county determines that the potential match of DMV COA transaction against a pre-existing voter registration record is not valid, VoteCal must update the voter activity history accordingly to indicate the determination that the DMV COA transaction was not associated with the voter and the basis for that determination.
S6.12 VoteCal must automatically note in a voter's activity history when a notice of DMV COA transaction failure has been generated by VoteCal for that voter.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to allow a county user to validate the address change reflected in a DMV COA Work Item, determine if it is in- or out-of-county and attempt to assign a precinct or cancel the voter record accordingly.  The local EMS will automate these decisions where possible.


	Actors:
	County User

	Trigger:
	A DMV COA record has been identified by the system as matching an existing voter record and a resulting DMV COA Work Item has been created.

	System:
	EMS, EMS Integration Web Service.

	Preconditions:
	· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· A voter’s record is updated appropriately.

· The DMV COA Work Item is closed as either accepted or rejected.

· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:
	1. 
2. 
3. 
4. User accesses a DMV COA Work Item, per EMS vendor design.
5. EMS presents the details of the DMV COA Work Item on the appropriate interface screen.
6. User confirms that the work item relates to the voter record to which it is matched. (see alternate flow)
7. 
8. User validates that this is an in-county address, is non-commercial,  is not older than more recent address information, and meets other requirements according to local business processes. 
9. The User accepts and/or updates the address information. If user determines there are errors in the address, possibly due to DMV keying errors, user has opportunity to manually correct the address information before proceeding to next step. 

10. If user determines this is a valid in-county address and accepts the work item (work item is closed with a status of “Accepted – Move In County”). 
11. 
EMS calls API Update Work Item.
1. VoteCal system sets the work item status to “Accepted” based on the reason provided by the user.  As a result, it is also removed from the open work item list. 

12. EMS adds a voter activity record to the voter record for the DMV COA change. 
13. Proceed to UC01.22.01 –Assign Precinct through EMS. 

	Alternative Flows:
	3a. If user decides that this work item does not apply to the voter, user indicates intent to reject the work item to the EMS.

2a.1 EMS calls API Update Work Item.

2a.2 VoteCal system sets the work item status to “Rejected” based on the reason provided by the user.  As a result, it is also removed from the open work item list 

2a.3 End of the use case. 

6a. If user desires to investigate further, the work item can be kept open.

55b. If User determines this work item applies to the voter, but contains an out-of-county address, user indicates choice to EMS

6b.1 User accepts the work item (work item is closed with a status of “Accepted – Move Out of County”) 
6b.2 A voter activity record is added to the voter record for the DMV COA change. 

6b.3 EMS updates the local voter record to a status of “Cancelled”. 

6b.4 EMS calls API Update Work Item.

6b.5 VoteCal system sets the work item status to “Accepted” based on the reason provided by the user.  As a result, it is also removed from the open work item list

6b.6 VoteCal flags the record for a DMV Transaction Failure Notice. 

6b.7 Proceed to UC01.24.01 – State Update Record, with a command code set to “U”. 
5c. If user ultimately decides that the conditions in step 5 cannot be met, user indicates intent to reject the work item and reason to the EMS.

5c.1 EMS calls API Update Work Item.

5c.2 VoteCal system sets the work item status to “Rejected” based on the reason provided by the user.  As a result, it is also removed from the open work item list 

5c.3 VoteCal flags the record for a DMV Transaction Failure Notice. 

5c.4 End of the use case.

	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	UC01.22.01 –Assign Precinct through EMS

	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 COA 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.
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�Paula: No comments on this use case.


�Not sure why you think this is relevant to this UC


�I agree.  In fact, I would expect the majority of these would be done automatically: we’ll know who the voter is based on the DL from DMV, and most cases the EMS should be able to automatically validate/conform the address for handoff to precincting.





Since this is the way we expect it to flow in most cases, shouldn’t this be the approach for normal flow? (with alternate flows representing the exceptions that require human interaction)


�Art: Process steps 4,5,6 are mashed together. Step 4 says user validates in-county, so why repeat in step 6?


Suggest the following for increased clarity:


Stop step 5 after 1st sentence.


Make the next sentence in step 5 step 6.


Make step 6 “Work item is closed with status of “accepted-Move in County”. 


Note that the sister use case to this one, UC03.33.01,  follows this suggested pattern


�We also need to sen a “DMV Transaction Failure Notice to the person in the DMV transaction that didn’t match. Where is this addressed?
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