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	VoteCal Statewide Voter Registration System Project

<Use Case: UC03.42.02 / Accept or Reject Duplicate Voter Match Case through EMS>



Use Case: UC03.42.02 
/ Accept or Reject Duplicate Voter Match Case through EMS
	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S1.3.1 VoteCal must provide SOS administrators 
with the ability to, with respect to any voter:

· Update basic voter registration data (e.g., name, street address, mailing address, phone numbers, partisan affiliation, date of birth, etc.);

· Modify voter status;

· Merge and unmerge potential duplicate voter records;

· Add comments to a voter record; and

· Add entries to voter activity history, such as contacts with the voter.

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.

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.

S9.2  Whenever duplicate registrations are confirmed for the same voter, whether through the process of duplicate matching or registration processing, VoteCal must: 

· Effectively merge the registration records into a single registration record, including voter activity history and voting participation history into the record with the most recent date of registration (or voter registration update activity); and 

· Automatically send an electronic notice to the county(s) whose voter records have been reassigned or merged with

S13.5 VoteCal must flag potential duplicate records that have been verified as not being duplicates so they are no longer reported as unresolved potential duplicates, so that they may be omitted as potential duplicates in subsequent duplicate checks.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to enable a user to make a determination as to whether or not a Duplicate Voter Match Case is valid, and the action is completed in EMS.

	Actors:
	County User through EMS

	Trigger:
	A pair of existing voter records has been identified by the Duplicate Voter Detection Job as possibly representing the same person and a resulting Duplicate Voter Match Case has been created.

OR

One county has completed the review of a potential duplicate (using this use case) and has elected to “flip” the work item, thus creating a new work item for the other county.

OR

A potential match was dismissed during the registration process and needs to be presented to the appropriate county for the potential duplicate pre-existing record(s) for review and verification.

	System:
	Local EMS Software (EMS), VoteCal Application

	Preconditions:
	· A match case exists that was either identified via the Duplicate Voter Detection Job or was created during the registration process.

· At least one county is configured to process duplicate voter registration record
 match cases through EMS.

· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· Two voter records are merged into a single record when the match case is accepted.

· The Duplicate Voter Match Case is marked as either accepted or rejected

· An appropriate notification is queued up to be sent to the county
 involved (when necessary).

· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:
	1. User accesses a Duplicate Voter Match Case Work Item, per EMS vendor design.
2. EMS presents the record details of the voter to which the match case applies (i.e. older voter record), and the details of the matched duplicate record (i.e. newer voter record).  

3. Controls are present to allow the User to review the complete voter record.

4. Controls are present to allow the User to accept, reject, or flip the match case.

5. User elects to accept the match case. 

6. EMS sends notice of the acceptance to VoteCal.

7. EMS allows user to continue to next open work item, per EMS vendor design.

8. VoteCal Application takes the following actions:

8.1. VoteCal checks that the work item has not been accepted/rejected by another user (through VoteCal or EMS). If the work item has not been previously accepted/rejected, proceed.

8.2. The match case is set to the Accepted state.

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

8.4. 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. 

8.4.1. 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. 

8.4.2. 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).

8.4.3. The original child records with a StateVoterID of the older voter are marked as deleted but not physically deleted, to support the undo operation. 

8.4.4. Business rules are applied when the child records are 

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

8.6. 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.
8.7. 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. 

8.7.1. The County of the older record will change the status to ‘Cancelled’ with reason ‘Merged to Newer Duplicate’ to synchronize with the deleted record.
8.7.2. 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:
	5.a. User elects to reject the match case.


7.a.1 User issues the reject command.



7.a.2 System marks the match case as rejected and flags the voter-voter combination so as to not re-appear in the future.  The System automatically displays the next item in the match case list to the user.


7.a.3 System adds corresponding notice to the message queue of the EMS. 

7.a.4 If the work item was initially triggered due to a dismissed potential match at registration, and the two potential duplicates have the same DL/ID, a new work item will be created for SOS User to indicate both counties have rejected the potential match of a duplicate DL/ID. (See UC01.13.01 – Check for Duplicate DL/ID Rejections)

7.a.4 End Use Case.

5.b User elects to “flip” the match case

7.b.1
  User issues the “flip” command. EMS sends notice
 of the flip to VoteCal.

7.b.2  VoteCal modifies the match case such that the presumed older record to be merged is now the newer record to be saved.  This results in the match case being removed from the open work item list for the user’s county and to appear on the other county’s work item list

7.b.3  VoteCal adds a voter activity record to both voter records.

7.b.4  Use Case ends for the original County User. ”Other” county re-starts the use case from step 1 or through UC03.41.01 – Accept or Reject Duplicate Voter Match Case through VoteCal.

	Exceptions:
	8.1(a) If the work item has previously been accepted/rejected by another user, a message with the conflict status is added to the county Message Queue and no additional action is taken on the voter record. End Use Case.

	Includes:
	N/A

	Frequency of Use:
	The Process Duplicate Voter Job is processed nightly. TBD how many work items are generated as a result. TBD how many counties will elect to use EMS to process.

	Business Rules:
	· Match Cases are presented to the “losing” county, which is defined as the county of the voter record with the oldest current registration date
. A “flip” option is presented, so that the original “losing” county can re-direct the decision to the other county. 

· The “flip” option is not available if the work item was triggered due to a dismissed potential match at registration. 

· The “flip” option is not available if the work item has already been flipped once.

	Assumptions:
	N/A

	Notes and Issues:
	N/A
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�It may be mentioned that SOS administrator are not actors in this use case.


[BMc] Good catch.  Not sure why this requirement is included here.  Does not appear to be relevant.


�Not sure this is relevant here.


�Paula: Duplicate records?


�How county information will be validated? 


�Are what???


�Shouldn’t this be part of Step 5 to mirror the main flow?  





Also, shouldn’t there be an intermediate step between this and 7 below, along the line of: “EMS sends notice of the rejection to VoteCal”  (See #6 in normal flow above)





�Paula: Numbering issues. Also, should this include steps to set the match case to reject in VoteCal?


�Paula: Numbering issue?


�Art: Technically, doesn’t this go into the message queue of the EMS just like step 7.a.3?


�As opposed to the oldest historic registration date.
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