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	VoteCal Statewide Voter Registration System Project

<Use Case: UC03.51.01 Review Unresolved List Maintenance Issues through VoteCal>



Use Case: UC03.51.01 Review Unresolved List Maintenance Issues through 
VoteCal
	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S9.1 VoteCal must provide the capability for SOS administrators to track, by county and issue, unresolved voter registration and list maintenance issues, including:

· UID assignment issues;

· Fatal errors with voter registration;

· Non-fatal errors with voter registration, such as data format errors or precincting errors;

· Potential duplicate registrations;

· Potential matches with death records;

· Potential matches with felon records; 

· Potential matches with NCOA records; and 

· Potential matches with DMV COA transactions and registrations.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is for a user to review a summary of outstanding list management issues through VoteCal.  List management issues include such things as pending match cases and errors with voter registration.

	Actors:
	SOS User, County User

	Trigger:
	As a part of business processes, list maintenance issues will be continuously monitored so that they may be addressed in a timely manner.

	System:
	VoteCal Application

	Preconditions:
	· At least one county has a configured preference to view work items through VoteCal.

· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· There are no direct post conditions of this use case.  Post conditions are addressed in the specific use cases detailing the resolution of the various issue types.

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

2. System presents UI999.XX 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. List maintenance issues include: 

· UID assignment issues;

· Fatal errors with voter registration;

· Non-fatal errors with voter registration, such as data format errors or precincting errors;
· Orphan voters without valid precinct assignment;
· Potential duplicate registrations;

· Potential matches with death records;

· Potential matches with felon records; 

· Potential matches with NCOA records; and 

· Potential matches with DMV COA transactions and registrations.
2.1. State Users have additional options on this screen:

2.1.1. Control to filter by individual county or see state-wide totals

2.1.2. Command to generate county performance report which shows work item statistics broken down by county.  Rows are counties.  Columns include:

· Number of each type of work item and as % of registerd voters in county

· Age of oldest open work item in days

· Days/Hours since last work item resolved.

3. User selects each work item type to list individual work items of that type.  (Each type has its own use case for  user actions relating to those work items)   

	Alternative Flows:
	N/A

	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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�Paula: No comments on this use case.


�Art: Not necessarily. An SOS user does not require this precondition, to the best of my knowledge.  





Suggest modifying this sentence as follows:  “For county user actors, at least one county has a configured…..”





[BMc]  Is there a reason that this is an either/or approach requiring configuration of county preference?  Why couldn’t counties have the capability to work these both way, as a particular user prefers.?  (Particularly since a step for most or all UCs related to resolution of these issues note that one of the first steps was to check and see if the particular match decision had already been made)


�While you can certainly display all of these for SOS and county users, I would argue that many can only be resolved through the EMS and not through the VC interface.  (e.g., orphan voters)
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