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Use Case: UC07.02.01 / Generate Failed DMV COA Transaction Mailing List

	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	S2.35 VoteCal must capture and store a record of all list maintenance notices (e.g., RCP, ARCP, 8(d)(2) notice, CAN, etc.) sent to a voter.

S6.11 VoteCal must allow SOS administrators to generate a data extract on a batch basis so that a third-party mailing house can print the notice of a DMV COA transaction failure on behalf of counties that have opted not to mail their own notices.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to enable a user to run a report that generates a mailing list for notices of a DMV COA transaction failure on behalf of some or all counties.

	Actors:
	SOS User

	Trigger:
	User initiates this use case when there is a need to create the DMV COA transaction failure mailing list, in accordance with SOS policy and process and county preference
.

	System:
	VoteCal Application

	Preconditions:
	· At least one voter record has been flagged as requiring a Failed DMV COA Transaction Mailing.
· One or more counties are configured in VoteCal for the SOS to generate Confidential Voter Status Expiration Notices
· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· A data extract is created as a tab-delimited text file that is ready to be provided to a third party for the subsequent creation of the notices that are to be mailed.

· 
· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:
	1. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence through Step 4

2. System prompts the user to select one or more counties for which to create the mailing list.  Only counties that are configured to allow the SOS to create this mailing list on their behalf are available for the user to select from.

3. User selects a county(s) and chooses to continue.
4. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence steps 6 – 9.

5. System generates the Failed DMV COA Transaction Mailing List
 
5.1. Records are created by looking for DMV COA records that were not matched to a voter or rejected as a potential match to a voter and have not been flagged as previously mailed.
5.2. Data includes a transaction code that can be formatted as a barcode on the mailing.

5.3. Data includes return address information or county code matching to the county associated with the person’s new residence address.
6. The report is generated as a tab delimited text file with each notice on a separate line. (This extract may be sent to a third-party mailing house that can print the notice of a DMV COA transaction failure on behalf of counties that have opted not to mail their own notices.) 
6.1. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence step 10.

6.2. The indicator of the failed transaction is flagged so that it is excluded from future mailings
6.3. 


	Alternate Flows:
	N/A

	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	N/A

	Business Rules:
	N/A

	Frequency of Use:
	This is currently a monthly process, but it is anticipated that frequency may increase to once per week or twice per month.

	Assumptions:
	N/A

	Notes and Issues:
	N/A


Revision History

	Date
	Document

Version
	Document Revision

Description
	Revision Author

	12/16/2009
	0.1
	Initial Draft
	Chad Hoffman

	01/11/2010
	0.2
	Document Revisions
	Chad Hoffman

	01/12/2010
	1.0
	Release to Client
	Chad Hoffman

	01/26/2010
	1.1
	Document Revisions
	Chad Hoffman

	02/08/2010
	1.2
	Incorporate Client Feedback
	Chad Hoffman

	02/18/2010
	1.3
	Incorporate Client Feedback
	Victor Vergara

	03/18/2010
	1.4
	Incorporate Client Feedback from QA Checklist 
	Kimanh Nguyen / Kalyn Farris

	03/22/2010
	1.5
	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}


�IV&V: Paula


This trigger should be more specific.


[BMc] I’ve suggested edits to address this.


�IV&V: Art


Why don’t we just duplicate those steps as 1.1, 1.2, etc?


it’s clearer for developers who have to code from this and certainly clearer for us as reviewers.


It’s a simple copy and paste and I think should be a standard.


�IV&V: Art


Isn’t step 5 here really a subset of step 4 and more along the lines of what I recommend in the comment above? When I go to UC07.18.01, I find myself even more confused. 


What would help is if there were at least a short statement at the end of step 4 explaining what this use case gets from step 4 that permits the user to move on to step 5.


�I’m not sure why this is here, nor the value.  Still it doesn’t hurt anything.  What were your thoughts on this?


�Handled in UC07.18.01
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