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Use Case: UC07.09.01 / Generate VIG 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.
S9.8 All VoteCal generated mail notices to voters (including the VoteCal EMS) must be bar-coded to facilitate the ready identification of the voter and expedited processing of a returned notice.
S25.1 VoteCal must generate State “ballot pamphlet” or Voter Information Guide (VIG) mailing lists of registered voters eligible to vote in an upcoming election that meets the established specifications for this mailing list.
S25.2 VoteCal must capture and store a voter’s request to not be mailed the VIG.  VoteCal must automatically exclude all voters who have so “opted out” from any VIG mailing lists generated.

S25.3 VoteCal must be capable of “householding” the VIG mailing list files in all of the following manners:

· Only one mailing label is generated for all voters with identical last name, address and language preference;

· Only one mailing label is generated for all voters with identical address and language preference; and

· Only one mailing label is generated for all voters with identical language preference and mailing address and fewer than “X” voters share that exact address, where “X” is a parameter that can be configured by SOS administrators.

S25.4 VoteCal must generate the mailing list so that all addresses in the mailing list conform to US Postal Service standards, including CASS standards, and the list is presorted to obtain optimal bulk-mailing rates.

S25.5 VoteCal must identify any registrants with a mailing address that could not be made to conform to the established USPS mailing standards.  Such registrants must be excluded from the State VIG mailing lists and electronic notice must be provided to the appropriate county of the address deficiency for county correction and mailing.

S25.6 VoteCal must update the voter activity record for each voter for whom a VIG address label (individual or household) was generated, indicating the date that label was generated.
S25.7 VoteCal must provide the ability for SOS administrators and authorized county users to generate mailing lists (or extracts of data for mailing lists) for all eligible registered voters that were not included in the State VIG mailing, including voters: 
· With a mailing address outside of California 
· Whose address could not be normalized to the established standards; or 

· Are eligible to vote in the upcoming election but have an effective date or registration after E-60. 

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to enable a user to run a report that generates a “ballot pamphlet” or Voter Information Guide (VIG) mailing list in a tab-delimited text format.

	Actors:
	SOS User

	Trigger:
	For each statewide election, User initiates this use case county by county once the county has completed all registration entry as of the 60-day close.  For subsequent mailings that election, User initiates this use case at established intervals in accordance with organizational policy.


	System:
	VoteCal Application

	Preconditions:
	· All global preconditions apply.


	Post conditions:
	· A report is created in tab-delimited text format that is ready to be downloaded and delivered to a third party to be used in a mail merge for mailing Voter Information Guides (VIGs).
· Voter records are appended with appropriate Voter Activity records.

· All global post conditions apply.

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

2.  System prompts the user for the following parameters (* = required):
2.1. *Next Election
: This will be used to calculate the E-60 date, and to ensure that a voter does not get mailed multiple VIG’s for an election.
2.2. Max Voters per VIG: Optionally provides a numerical value in this field to indicate that if there are more than this number of voters registered at a single address, multiple VIG’s should be sent.  If this field is left blank, only one VIG will be sent to an address regardless of the number of registered voters residing at that address
2.3. Separate by Last Name: Optionally selects this option to indicate that multiple VIG’s should be sent to a household if the residents do not all share a last name

2.4. 
Create List for E-60:  This option can be selected to indicate that the mailing list should include voters from ALL counties.  If this option is selected, the county selection (step 2.5) is disabled.
2.5. *County:  the county for which the mailing list will be created.  Only counties that are configured to allow the SOS to create this list on their behalf are available for the user to select from. 
2.6. Optional Checkbox to Exclude Voters that have already received a VIG mailing: Those with a VIG Mailed voter activity record matching the Next Election parameter entered above. 
2.7. Optional Checkbox to Include All Voters: This will accommodate for eligible voters who have not received a VIG mailing, including voters: 
· With a mailing address outside of California 
· Whose address could not be normalized to the established standards; or 
· Are eligible to vote in the upcoming election but have an effective date or registration after E-60.
3. 
 User configures the parameters and continues.
4. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence steps 6 – 9.
5. System generates the Voter Information Guide (VIG) Mailing List.  The report is generated as a single tab-delimited text document with a voter’s (or household’s) address 
on a single line. The extract should also include the capability to generate a bar code for ready identification of the voter.  

5.1 The list is sorted in a manner that will provide for optimal bulk mailing rates and conform to US Postal Service standards, including CASS standards. 
· Any registrants with a mailing address that could not be made to conform to the established USPS mailing standards must be excluded from the State VIG mailing lists. Electronic notice must be provided to the appropriate county of the address deficiency for county correction and mailing.
5.2 Depending on the options set in Step 2 above, system should “household” addresses in one of the following manners: 
· Only one mailing label is generated for all voters with identical last name, address and language preference; “{Last Name} Family’ is substituted for voter name as Addressee. 
· Only one mailing label is generated for all voters with identical address and language preference; and

· Only one mailing label is generated for all voters with identical language preference and mailing address and fewer than “X” voters share that exact address, where “X” is a parameter that can be configured by SOS administrators.
6. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence step 10
6.1. The voter activity should be appended whether it was householded or individually, and the activity should include the date sent as well as the “run” (primary, supplemental, etc.).


	Alternate Flows:
	N/A

	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	 UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence

	Business Rules:
	· A voter will be added to the VIG mailing list if he meets the following criteria:

· Currently has a registration status of “Active”
· Is eligible to vote in the upcoming election. 
· Does not have the VIG Opt Out flag set.
· Mailing address has been formatted to meet the USPS and CASS standards.
· Has a mailing address in the state of California
· 

	Frequency of Use:
	TBD

	Assumptions:
	· This mailing list will always be “householded”, and there is not an option to create a mailing label for every voter.


	Notes and Issues:
	
N/A
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�This should be more specific (Paula)


� We need another precondition here:  One or more counties are configured in VoteCal for the SOS to generate VIG mailings. (Art)


[BMc] No, this is different. 


�Same comment as a previous use case.


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.


(Art)


�Not ‘Next Election’ as system could have an intervening election for which there is no VIG.  Prompt should be to identify the applicable election (date implied)


�No, this does not logically equate to the requirement, which is send only one VIG to all voters at that address with the same last name.


�Are we overthinkiing this?  Why not just have a setting for ‘Householding’ and present the user with the four options (including ‘None’.  If user selects the last option, then prompt the user for ‘Max Voters per Household’


�These options should not be combined


�Since we’ve elaborated on the selection logic for householding and sorting, shouldn’t we also elaborate on the remaining selection logic (e.g., ‘opt-out’, ‘exlude previously printed’, etc.)?


�Actually, we would present the data for the barcode, such as county voter ID, OSP would then convert data to a barcode during the printing process.
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