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Use Case: UC08.03.01 / Generate Precinct-District Report
	Attribute
	Details

	System Requirements:
	
S21.10 VoteCal must provide the ability for independent county users to review and export the precinct and political district data stored within VoteCal for that county.

	Description:
	The purpose of this use case is to allow a user to run a report to review the precinct-district mappings that are currently configured for his or her jurisdiction.

	Actors:
	County User

	Trigger:
	Although this report can be run at any time, it will likely be run after a local jurisdiction loads a Precinct-District Mapping Batch.

	System:
	VoteCal Application


	Preconditions:
	· All global preconditions apply.

	Post conditions:
	· All global post conditions apply.

	Normal Flow:

	1. UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence through Step 4

2.  System prompts the user to select a county for which to create the report/extract.
3. User selects a county and chooses to continue

4. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence steps 6 – 9.
5. System generates the Precinct-District Report.  The report is generated in the format chosen by the user with a line item indicating a specific precinct-district mapping that exists in the current version of the jurisdiction’s Precinct-District Mapping.

6. Follow UC07.18.01 Generate Report or Correspondence step 10.1.



	Alternate Flows:
	N/A

	Exceptions:
	N/A

	Includes:
	N/A

	Business Rules:
	·  Per SOS: I can anticipate a SOS usage for an extract to fulfill client requests (current business process involves running a query/export to provide this information.)


	Frequency of Use:
	TBD

	Assumptions:
	N/A 

	Notes and Issues:
	N/A
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Version
	Document Revision

Description
	Revision Author

	01/5/2010
	0.1
	Initial Draft
	Chad Hoffman

	01/12/2010
	0.2
	Document Revisions
	Chad Hoffman

	01/14/2010
	1.0
	Release to Client
	Chad Hoffman

	02/08/2010
	1.2
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	Chad Hoffman

	02/08/2010
	1.3
	Submit to client for review
	Maureen Lyon

	02/11/2010
	1.4
	Incorporate Client Feedback
	Kurt Schwartz

	03/18/2010
	1.5
	Incorporate Client Feedback from QA Checklist 
	Kimanh Nguyen 

	03/23/2010
	1.6
	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
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	{Name}

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


�The only actor listed is the county user, which in contradicted by the only system listed – the VoteCal Application. 


So how does the county user access the application – through the VoteCal Web Interface, the EMS, or both?  


Either the Actor or  the System block need to be fixed. (Art)


[BMc]  Per ‘Standard Use Case Elements’ doc, ‘VoteCal System’ is the valid actor and includes the web interface for the application.


�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, although it’s much less of an issue in this use case.


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





[BMc] Please see my comment regarding this on  UC07.3.1 v1.6





�Cathy – I’m not sure what this means.  Can you clarify this?
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