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	VoteCal: Statewide Voter Registration System

Use Case: UC105 / Add Organization


	
	VoteCal Statewide Voter Registration System Project

<Use Case: UC04.20.02 / Process DMV Signature Link Job>



Use Case: UC04.20.02 / Process DMV Signature Link Job

	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S6.1 VoteCal must receive new voter registration data and voter registration address change data, including digitized signature images, from the DMV in accordance with the National Voter Registration Act (NVRA), EC §2102, EC §2107 and Vehicle Code §12950.5.

S29.3.1 VoteCal public website must support on-line voter registration capability, including the ability to: Send a request for verification of voter identity and eligibility to DMV and process the result returned; Submit request to DMV for DL/ID signature image and apply the returned images as the official signature image for registration purposes; and Automatically apply the voter registration update and send notice to the applicable county or counties.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to associate signature images
 that were requested from the DMV to actual voter records.  


	Actors:
	VoteCal Job Processing Service (JS)

	Trigger:
	A user has scheduled the DMV Signature Link Job to run periodically, and there are DMV Signature Image records with a status of “unlinked”.
  The creation of DMV Signature Image records is described by UC04.20.01 Process DMV Signature Request Job.

	System:
	 VoteCal Job Processing Service (JS) 

	Preconditions:
	· DMV Signature Image records exist with a status of “unlinked”.
· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· The signature images from the DMV will be added to the Voter Signature records of the associated Voters.
· The processed DMV Signature Image records will be updated with a status of “linked”.

· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:
	1. JS queries for DMV Signature Image records that have a status of “unlinked”
.
2. JS processes each DMV Signature Image record from the results:
2.1. JS matches up the information from the DMV Signature Image record with the appropriate Voter record using key identifying information (DL/ID, Name, Date of Birth, etc.).

2.2. A new Voter Signature record
 is created for the Voter, taking the appropriate information from the Voter record and DMV Signature Image record:

· UID – the Voter record’s UID
· DL/ID (Driver’s License/State ID Number) 
· Signature Image – the encoded image file 
· Image Format – the format used to encode the image (JPEG, TIFF, GIF, BMP, etc.)

· Signature Date

· Signature Source – always set to “DMV” when obtained from a DMV Signature Image record
2.3. JS updates the DMV Signature record’s status to “linked”.

	Alternative Flows:
	N/A

	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	N/A

	Frequency of Use:
	The job will initially be configured to run once a day.

	Business Rules:
	N/A

	Assumptions:
	N/A

	Notes and Issues:
	N/A


Revision History

	Date
	Document

Version
	Document Revision

Description
	Revision Author

	04/02/2010
	0.1
	Initial Draft
	Victor Vergara

	04/02/2010
	1.0
	QA and Release to Client for Review
	Don Westfall

	mm/dd/yyyy
	1.x
	Update with client feedback
	Only if needed

	mm/dd/yyyy
	2.0
	Submit to Client for Review (Deliverable 2.3 Draft)
	{Name}

	mm/dd/yyyy
	2.1
	Incorporate Client Feedback
	{Name}

	mm/dd/yyyy
	2.2
	Submit to Client for Approval (Deliverable 2.3 Final)
	{Name}


�Paula: No comments on this use case.


�Not sure of the appropriateness of this requirement is.  As noted in other UCs, I can’t imagine why this signature image won’t be added to the stream of motor voter data already being sent.  While we haven’t had discussions with DMV yet, I have difficulty understanding why we would have them send us a file and then for us to turn around and ‘request’ the signature image for each record in that file.


�Art: Associate signature images to what? 


I think we need to add “to the matching VoteCal record”.


�Conceptually, I have difficulty understanding why this UC and UC04.20.01 are split into two different functions/UCs.  Am I missing something?


�Art: I would argue that this phrase is not a trigger, as the use case starts by querying for records that have a status of “unlinked”, suggesting that the use case does not know beforehand (trigger) that there are any unlinked records.


�UC04.20.01


�Art: I suppose it is theoretically possible that there would be no “unlinked” records….this would be an alternate flow.


�Why do we need to create another signature image record instead of linking the DMV signature image record to the voter?


Why should we store the signature image at 2 places instead of just linking? Or am I missing a point here?


[BMc] Agreed.  Why are we not just associating the signature directly to the voter record for which it was requested?  Again, this functionality only appears necessary for online registration.  I’m not sure why these images are treated any differently than the voter’s signature image submitted by the EMS.
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