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Use Case: UC05.03.01 / Configure List Management Match Settings

	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S10.1 VoteCal must include a user-configurable method for authorized SOS administrators to: 

· Establish sets of registration record matching criteria; 

· Configure which criteria apply to each type of matching function (e.g., new registration matching, death record matching, NCOA matching, etc.); 

· Assign “confidence” levels to each criteria set as it applies to each matching function; and

· Establish threshold confidence levels required for manual or automatic application of matches for each matching function.

S10.2 VoteCal must provide the ability for SOS administrators to establish one or more basis for matching data in a registration record field, including (where applicable):

· Exact character match;

· First “X” characters of the field (where “X” is user configurable);

· Same characters and order in string, but with spaces and punctuation removed;

· Soundex match (or alternative method based on phonetic pronunciation);

· “Smartnames” match based on common variations of First Name established by SOS administrators (e.g., Robert = Bob, Bobby, Rob);

· “X” matching characters within string; and

· Same month and year.



S10.3 VoteCal must provide the ability for SOS administrators to identify a set of matching criteria based on combinations of individual field match settings, such as:

· First Name- with “Smartnames”; Last Name- first 4 characters; and Date of Birth- same day and month or

· DL/ID#- exact match; First Name- with “Smartnames”; Last Name- with Soundex.



S10.4 VoteCal must provide the ability for SOS administrators to configure and update whether or not an established matching criteria set is applied to each matching function, including:

· New & updated voter registration;

· Duplicate registration checks;

· DMV Motor Voter processing;

· Death record matching; and

· Felon record matching.



S10.5 VoteCal must provide the ability for SOS administrators to individually establish “confidence” values to each established matching criteria set as it applies to each potential matching function.

S10.6 VoteCal must provide the ability for SOS administrators to establish and modify confidence thresholds for each matching function so that matches found that meet or exceed that confidence threshold are automatically applied by the system.  For matches that do not meet that threshold, but meet a lower “manual” threshold, VoteCal must generate electronic notices to the appropriate county for match review and resolution.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is for a user
 to configure the list management match settings that will be used by the VoteCal Search Service and by the various matching processing to determine when to create and automatically accept and apply match cases.

	Actors:
	SOS User


	Trigger:
	SOS Admins want to adjust the match settings to increase the accuracy of matching (i.e., reduce the number of false positives (incorrect matches) and false negatives (valid matches not identified)), increase the efficiency of automatic matching, or to loosen the criteria to identify more possible matches



	System:
	VoteCal Application

	Preconditions:
	· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· The Match Engine
 updated in the database.

· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:
	1. User accesses the State Administration section of the system and selects “Configure List Management Match Settings
”.

2. System presents UI05.999 Configure List Management Match Settings.  The screen contains controls that allow the user to configure the following settings:

2.1. Manual and Automatic confidence threshold levels for the various types of match cases.

2.2. Rules for measuring confidence based on field combinations and applying advanced search functions such as exact, near match, soundex, “smart names”, and others.

3. 
User configures the desired settings and saves changes.

4. System validates that no business rules are violated and applies the changes.

	Alternate Flows:
	N/A


	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	N/A

	Business Rules:
	· 
· The Manual confidence threshold must be less than or equal to 
the Automatic confidence threshold.

	Frequency of Use:
	TBD.  Will be quite frequent during initial release as the match settings are calibrated according to each county’s requirements. Will become less frequent as counties’ confidence level in the system increases, and the match criteria sets and scoring become better defined.

	Assumptions:
	· Smart Names data will be available from the public domain or a third party provider. 


	Notes and Issues:
	· 
· 
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�This UC does not appear to address this requirement
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�SOS Administrator


�Administrator


[BMc] We agreed in 3/19 meeting that SOS user was the valid actor.


�Suggest changing  to something like: A change is required toan established matching criteria or matching function.


�If we broaden this use case to cover reqs S10.2 thru S10.4, then the trigger should also identify that SOS staff may want to adjust settings to test the efficacy of alternative matching criteria sets, or eliminate matching criteria sets that appear ineffective.


�Criteria or function


�In the use case 05.05.01 this is a step on it’s own.  This should be consist between all use cases.


�This does not appear to address reqs S10.2, S10.3 & S10.4


�Wouldn’t there be an alternative flow for step 3 if the user determines NOT to save changes?


�I’m not sure I agree with this statement.  As I’ve noted in discussions, there may be some public policy reasons to avoid using a scale of 0 to 100.


�If Manual and Automatic thresholds are equal, would it just always be an automaictic application or always a manual?


The Automatic threshold level should always be higher than the manual one, unless otherwise required.


[BMc]  I would expect that if the automatic and Manual thresholds are equal, then matches are either applied automatically or ignored.  In either case I agree with Pooja, this rule needs to be clarified.  


�Not sure this assumption is either valid or appropriate.  Calvoter has a ‘Smart Names’ table, the data in which we’ve built over the years.  I would expect that we would expect that we would initialize the system with that data and/or 3rd party data.  


This also suggests that we would need an interface to add, delete and update Smart Names data.  (Note that Req S10.2 reads ‘…common variations … established by SOS Admins.)
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