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ELECTION INITIATIVES

Appendices & Methodology

This section is an addendum to Section

1, and provides a more in-depth look at
issues pertaining to election administration
data collection and analysis, including:

® The U.S. Election Assistance
Commission’s Election
Administration and Voting Survey.

® The Census Bureau’s Current
Population Survey, Voting and
Registration Supplement.

= The Survey of the Performance of
American Elections.

= Pew’s Being Online Is Not Enough
and Being Online Is Still Not Enough
reports.

® The residual vote rate.

= Analysis of the Voting Age Population,
Voting Eligible Population, and
turnout for every presidential election
since 1960.

Election Administration and
Voting Survey

The Election Administration and Voting
Survey (EAVS) is conducted every two
years by the U.S. Election Assistance
Commission (EAC) to gather data from
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states and counties throughout the
United States, including the District of
Columbia and four territories (American
Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands). The survey was first
administered after the 2004 election, and
was administered again in 2006, 2008,
and 2010. The dataset contains statistics
reported by county for all states in 2004
and 2006. In 2008, the EAVS began
gathering data at the municipality level
for the following New England states
where elections are administered locally:
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, and Vermont.

The Help America Vote Act (HAVA)
provides that “the Commission shall
conduct and make available to the public
studies regarding [a series of election
administration issues|, with the goal

of promoting methods of voting and
administering elections which (1) will

be the most convenient, accessible, and
easy to use for voters, including members
of the uniformed services and overseas
voters, individuals with disabilities,
including the blind and visually impaired,
and voters with limited proficiency in the
English language; (2) will yield the most
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accurate, secure, and expeditious system
for voting and tabulating election results;
(3) will be nondiscriminatory and afford
each registered and eligible voter an equal
opportunity to vote and to have that vote
counted; and (4) will be efficient and cost-
effective for use.”

HAVA lists 18 subjects about which

the EAC shall issue reports, including
“methods and mechanisms of election
methods
methods of

M

technology and voting systems,
of voter registration,”
conducting provisional voting, “methods
of ensuring the accessibility of voting”
and “best methods for establishing
voting system performance benchmarks,
expressed as a percentage of residual vote
in the Federal contest at the top of the

ballot.”*

The EAVS also helps the EAC carry
out its mandate to gather data about
the functioning of the National Voter
Registration Act (NVRA) and the
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens
Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA).

Datasets and reports related to the
EAVS, including the Statutory Overview
described in Section 1 of this report, can
be found at the following EAC Web site:
http://www.eac.gov/research/election_
administration_and_voting_survey.aspx.

The EAVS has struggled to achieve full
compliance from states and localities
reporting all the information requested
on the survey instrument. Although there
was a significant difference in the design
of the questionnaire between 2006 and
2008, the 2010 instrument remained
predominantly unchanged from 2008 in
an effort to improve the survey’s “item
response rate”—the rate at which those
who returned the survey completed each
item.”

Here we discuss efforts undertaken in

this report to deal with item nonresponse
to the EAVS survey,” along with data
anomalies that appeared due to factors
such as typographic errors, computational
mistakes, and misunderstanding about
what data were being requested. Because
the EAVS contains so many questions, it is
not possible to address item nonresponse
for all questions. Instead, we focus on the
15 measures of election-administration
workflow discussed in Section 1. The same
issues we discuss here would likely face
anyone analyzing other items in the EAVS.

Data Cleaning and Coding

Although the EAVS project has had a
problem with “unit nonresponse” (states or
localities not reporting data), Tables 1 and
2 show that unit nonresponse rates have
declined over time, with most counties
now reporting basic data.
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Nonetheless, there are still missing data
for each item on the 2008 survey from
some counties. Missing data follow four
patterns:

= A state reports statistics at the
state level, but does not provide
county data. This has continued to
be true of the New York responses,
which contain no county data, even
for those statistics, such as overall
turnout, that are reported by county
on the New York State Board of
Election’s Web site.

= The structure of elections within
a state precludes the reporting of
county-level data for some or all
measures. Alaska, which does not
have counties, is a prime example.

= Data could be missing from state
reports for administrative reasons.
For example, data might be missing
because some counties do not report
a requested statistic, even though
most other counties do.

= No data can be reported regarding a
specific election procedure because
it does not exist in a state. For
example, there can be no registration
statistics from North Dakota since
it does not require registration, and
there are no provisional-balloting
statistics in states exempt from the
procedure.
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For this report, every effort was made to
fill in missing data by contacting state
elections divisions and, in a few instances,
local election boards. When we calculate
summary measures of these statistics, such
as the number of provisional ballots issued
in a state, we include data reported directly
from the states, even if they do not appear
in the EAVS. However, when we calculate
the “completeness” statistics, which is
intended to measure how thoroughly the
EAVS captured workflow statistics at the
county level, we treat as missing any data
we had to obtain from sources other than
the EAVS.

Where data were missing or incorrect
because of what appeared to be obvious
typographical errors, we tried to make the
appropriate corrections.

Virtually every data element in the EAVS
has “data out of bounds” problems—that
is, figures that are logically inconsistent
or impossible, at least for a few counties.
The raw data were generally released by
the EAC “as is,” resulting in a few figures
that are logically inconsistent or even
impossible. Five localities reported in
2008 that they accepted for counting more
provisional ballots than were submitted;
86 counties and towns reported more
absentee ballots returned than had been
transmitted to voters; and 249 counties
and towns reported accepting more
absentee ballots than had been returned.
Most of these discrepancies are small, but
some are quite large. For the purpose of
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this report, we have removed counties
with logically inconsistent values, coding
them as missing.

The program file in the statistical package
Stata that was necessary to account for

all the data discrepancies discussed

here required more than 1,500 lines of
computer code—more than 20 pages of
single-spaced printout. This file is available
to researchers who want to replicate our
results.

Calculating Completeness Statistics

The decentralized nature of American
election administration has created
considerable variation in the quality of
the data submitted through the EAVS.
The collection process can delay public
release long enough to limit the data’s use
in promptly addressing election problems.
For instance, the EAVS data related to
administration of the 2008 elections were
not released until fall 2009.

To analyze the completeness of the
EAVS data,’” some judgments must

be made about which components

to focus on as the core content of the
survey. Federal statutes provide some
guidance about what that might be.
For instance, UOCAVA requires states
to report “on the combined number of
absentee ballots transmitted to absent
uniformed services voters and overseas
voters for the election and the combined
number of such ballots which were
returned by such voters and cast in the

election . . .”%® The UOCAVA language
suggests we should regard basic input
and output measures related to election-
administration workflow as the data

most central to the EAVS’s mission.

Thus, we begin by dividing the workflow
of elections into five major categories:
registration, provisional ballots, turnout,
civilian absentee ballots, and UOCAVA
absentee ballots. We next identify one or
two inputs and outputs that allow us to
gauge localities’ work running elections,
the avenues through which voters attempt
to cast their ballots, and how successful
they are. The following 15 quantities
help provide the most basic answers to
questions about election-administration
workflow:

1. Registration
= Number of new registrations received
= Number of new valid registrations
= Number of registered voters
2. Provisional ballots
= Number submitted
= Number accepted for counting
3. Turnout
= Number of total ballots cast

= Number cast in person on
Election Day

= Number cast in person
early voting

= Number cast absentee

ELECTION ADMINISTRATION BY THE NUMBERS
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4. Civilian absentee ballots
= Number transmitted to voters
= Number returned for counting
= Number accepted for counting
5. UOCAVA absentee ballots
= Number transmitted to voters
= Number returned for counting

= Number accepted for counting

Table 1 and Table 2 show which question
numbers on the 2006 and 2008 EAVS
related to each of these items.

An examination of Tables 1 and 2 reveals
an improvement in the 2008 questionnaire
compared to the previous version. In
2006, the questionnaire did not explicitly
distinguish between three important stages
in administering absentee ballots—the
number of requests for ballots received,
the number of ballots transmitted to
voters because of those requests, and

the number of ballots received back that
were submitted for counting. The 2008
questionnaire makes this distinction,
providing a much clearer view of how
both domestic and overseas absentee
ballots were handled.

In assessing how thoroughly counties
report basic election information to the
EAC through the EAVS, it is difficult to
distinguish whether a zero was entered to
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indicate a lack of data or that a count was
made and the answer was zero.

For instance, 537 counties are recorded
in the 2006 EAVS dataset as having zero
registered voters,” and 898 counties are
recorded as having zero voters coming to
the polls. Although counties sometimes
will have no voters, those are isolated
cases. It is safe to treat these instances as
indicating that the data are missing.

On the other hand, many entries in the
2006 EAVS that are reported as zero could
plausibly mean zero and not indicate a
lack of data. For instance, 917 counties
reported that they transmitted precisely
zero ballots to overseas military voters

in 2006. Which of these counties are
“real zeroes” and which indicate missing
data? One hint to the answer comes

from the 2008 EAVS, in which half as
many counties (468) reported that they
transmitted zero UOCAVA ballots. This
suggests that many counties that reported
transmitting no overseas military ballots
in 2006 were indicating that they did

not have the data, rather than that they
had not transmitted any. Also, in 2006,
23 percent of counties with more than
100,000 registered voters reported they
transmitted zero ballots to overseas
military voters; in 2008, this figure was 0.7
percent. Again, this suggests that in 2006
many counties entered zero to mean they
did not have the data.
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Completeness Statistics for the 2006 EAVS
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Alabama 0% 0% 100% 92% 99% 100% 92% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 44%
Alaska 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Arizona 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100% 100% 99% 87% 90%
Arkansas 100% 100% 100% 69% 85% 95% 95% 88% 81% 75% 77% 46% 84%
California 89% 83% 96% 95% 99% 96% 96% 63% 95% 95% 65% 68% 87%
Colorado 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 86% 99%
Connecticut 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 45%
Delaware 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Dist. of Columbia 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Florida 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 89% 97% 97% 89% 98%
Georgia 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Hawaii 100% 86% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 88% 98%
Idaho 100% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Illinois 99% 96% 100% 92% 94% 100% 99% 80% 18% 49% 47% 37% 76%
Indiana 100% 100% 100% 98% 97% 100% 100% N/A 99% 100% 100% 99% 99%
lowa 0% 0% 100% 0% 40% 0% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 13%
Kansas 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 75%
Kentucky 0% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% N/A 0% 100% 7% 0% 28%
Louisiana 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Maine 100% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 0% 0% 78%
Maryland 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 36%
Massachusetts 80% 0% 100% 15% 6% 100% 15% N/A 0% 6% 0% 0% 29%
Michigan 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Minnesota 0% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 0% 0% 100% 100% 67%
Mississippi 72% 35% 97% 69% 68% 98% 78% N/A 67% 60% 57% 60% 69%
Missouri 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Montana 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Nebraska 100% 100% 100% 98% 89% 100% 100% N/A 100% 99% 5% 82% 89%
Nevada 96% 96% 100% 100% 98% 100% 100% 100% 99% 97% 96% 98% 98%
New Hampshire 0% 0% 0% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 22%
New Jersey 89% 84% 100% 84% 89% 91% 91% N/A 85% 67% 62% 91% 85%
New Mexico 85% 62% 100% 29% 57% 100% 43% 43% 55% 46% 46% 49% 59%
New York 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
North Carolina 100% 16% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 86% 100% 100% 92%
North Dakota N/A N/A N/A 100% 86% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 98%
Ohio 87% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 99%
Oklahoma 100% 100% 100% 97% 98% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 83%
Oregon 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A N/A 0% 100% 0% 0% 70%
Pennsylvania 100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 95% 68% N/A 0% 75% 0% 0% 49%
Rhode Island 100% 100% 100% 0% 6% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 0% 73%
South Carolina 99% 4% 100% 75% 61% 100% 100% N/A 99% 100% 99% 96% 85%
South Dakota 95% 84% 100% 100% 76% 100% 97% 73% 54% 61% 58% 45% 79%
Tennessee 100% 100% 100% 0% 77% 0% 0% 0% 0% 62% 34% 0% 39%
Texas 100% 100% 100% 99% 79% 100% 100% 100% 98% 87% 64% 98% 94%
Utah 94% 50% 100% 99% 98% 100% 100% 100% 99% 99% 58% 87% 90%
Vermont 0% 0% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 18%
Virginia 0% 0% 100% 91% 75% 100% 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% 79%
Washington 68% 51% 100% 100% 98% 100% 100% N/A 100% 96% 45% 31% 81%
West Virginia 100% 0% 100% 68% 85% 91% 86% 87% 75% 62% 48% 55% 71%
Wisconsin 0% 0% 100% N/A N/A 0% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Wyoming 58% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 66% 92% 73% 68% 84%
U.S. average 76% 69% 94% 73% 75% 86% 79% 83% 62% 69% 58% 54% 72%
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Completeness Statistics for the 2008 EAVS
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Alabama 100% 100% 100% 74% 0% 100% 0% N/A 0%
Alaska 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Arizona 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95% 100%
Arkansas 0% 0% 100% 94% 88% 94% 94% 94% 38%
California 100% 82% 100% 100% 90% 100% 100% 57% 99%
Colorado 100% 100% 100% 98% 98% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Connecticut 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Delaware 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Dist. of Columbia 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Florida 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Georgia 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Hawaii 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 15%
Idaho 100% 0% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 100%
Illinois 93% 98% 0% 99% 99% 79% 0% 0% 0%
Indiana 100% 100% 100% 66% 65% 100% 100% 100% 0%
lowa 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Kansas 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 0%
Kentucky 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Louisiana 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Maine 100% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 0%
Maryland 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Massachusetts 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% N/A 0%
Michigan 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Minnesota 100% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 100%
Mississippi 48% 36% 55% 47% 43% 51% 40% N/A 35%
Missouri 100% 99% 100% 100% 94% 100% 94% N/A 93%
Montana 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Nebraska 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Nevada 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
New Hampshire 0% 0% 100% N/A N/A 0% 0% N/A 100%
New Jersey 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
New Mexico 75% 34% 78% 73% 30% 71% 71% 71% 54%
New York 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A 0%
North Carolina 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
North Dakota N/A N/A N/A 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Ohio 98% 87% 100% 100% 96% 99% 100% 81% 9%
Oklahoma 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Oregon 100% 100% 100% 100% 77% 100% N/A N/A 0%
Pennsylvania 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Rhode Island 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100% N/A 0%
South Carolina 100% 100% 100% 92% 92% 100% 100% N/A 100%
South Dakota 75% 67% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94% 34% 81%
Tennessee 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0%
Texas 100% 100% 100% 99% 98% 98% 99% 96% 82%
Utah 100% 100% 100% 97% 97% 100% 100% 100% 0%
Vermont 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
Virginia 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% N/A 100%
g
Washington 97% 0% 100% 100% 61% 100% 100% N/A 100%
9
West Virginia 77% 66% 100% 83% 81% 100% 90% 100% 80%
g
Wisconsin 100% 0% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 100%
Wyoming 100% 100% 100% N/A N/A 100% 100% N/A 100%
U.S. average 79% 75% 95% 94% 89% 92% 88% 83% 72%
(continued)
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. Table 2
Completeness Statistics for the 2008 EAVS

Absentee Ballots UE%%?QQA
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Alabama 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 46%
Alaska 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Arizona 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 100%
Arkansas 90% 60% 84% 93% 91% 75% 76%
California 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 77% 94%
Colorado 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 98%
Connecticut 100% 78% 100% 100% 0% 0% 86%
Delaware 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Dist. of Columbia 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 75%
Florida 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 51% 97%
Georgia 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94%
Hawaii 100% 94% 94% 100% 82% 82% 92%
Idaho 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 93%
lllinois 100% 99% 99% 0% 0% 38% 53%
Indiana 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 29% 85%
lowa 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 74% 91%
Kansas 100% 100% 99% 99% 95% 96% 88%
Kentucky 100% 96% 100% 100% 100% 1000 81%
Louisiana 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Maine 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 93% 91%
Maryland 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94%
Massachusetts 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 68% 67%
Michigan 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 6% 94%
Minnesota 55% 100% 100% 100% 100% 72% 95%
Mississippi 47% 39% 40% 50% 46% 28% 44%
Missouri 100% 94% 94% 100% 100% 78% 96%
Montana 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Nebraska 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 100%
Nevada 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 100%
New Hampshire 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 64%
New Jersey 100% 100% 98% 100% 100% 100% 94%
New Mexico 73% 68% 69% 76% 73% 50% 65%
New York 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
North Carolina 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
North Dakota 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Ohio 98% 94% 98% 100% 98% 69% 95%
Oklahoma 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 27% 96%
Oregon 100% 2% 100% 100% 0% 0% 72%
Pennsylvania 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 94%
Rhode Island 100% 0% 100% 100% 0% 100% 56%
South Carolina 100% 100% 0% 100% 100% 100% 93%
South Dakota 100% 100% 86% 93% 84% 56% 86%
Tennessee 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 90% 88%
Texas 96% 95% 95% 100% 100% 45% 94%
Utah 100% 99% 99% 100% 100% 100% 92%
Vermont 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 88% 99%
Virginia 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Washington 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 28% 74%
West Virginia 82% 80% 75% 85% 77% 34% 82%
Wisconsin 100% 0% 100% 100% 99% 37% 74%
Wyoming 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
U.S. average 79% 75% 95% 94% 89% 92% 85%
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Current Population
Survey's Voting and
Registration Supplement

The Voting and Registration Supplement
(VRS) is a feature of the Current
Population Survey (CPS), conducted
immediately after each biennial federal
election. The CPS is a monthly study

of approximately 50,000 households
that the Census Bureau has conducted
for approximately 50 years. The sample
is designed to represent the non-
institutionalized civilian population of

B bles

the United States. The primary purpose
of the CPS is to gather information about
the U.S. workforce. The VRS, which has
been conducted since 1964, gathers basic
information about whether respondents
who are eligible to vote did so in the most

recent federal election and, if not, why not.

Micro-data from November 1994 to the
present can be downloaded through the
Census Bureau’s DataFerrett service.'®
Earlier data are available through the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and
Social Research (ICPSR).

EAVS Survey ltems Included in Completeness
Calculations, 2006 (Table 1) and 2008 (Table 2)

These items correspond to the following EAVS variable labels for 2006 and 2008.

Registration

Number of new registrations received

Number of new valid registrations

Number of registered voters

Provisional ballots

Number of provisional ballots submitted

Number of provisional ballots accepted for counting

Turnout

Number of total ballots cast

Number of ballots cast in person on Election Day

Number of ballots cast in person early voting

Number of ballots cast absentee

Civilian absentee ballots

Number of absentee ballots transmitted to voters

Number of absentee ballots returned and submitted for counting
Number of absentee ballots accepted for counting

UOCAVA absentee ballots

Number of absentee ballots transmitted to voters

Number of absentee ballots returned and submitted for counting

Number of absentee ballots accepted for counting

2006 EAVS 2008 EAVS
Variable Label Variable Label
q04total aba
q0%total g5b
q022006total al
qg33p el
g36total** e2a
g33total f1a
g33a f1b
g33e f1f
g33dc* flc+f1d
g38dc cla
g33dc* clb
g33dc* cda
g39om+g39oc bla
g33om+g33oc* b2a
g33om+g33oc* b8
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The weighting variable provided by
Census was “PWCMPWGT”, which is
the “weight-composited final weight.”
In conducting our analysis, we used this
weight while collapsing the data at the
statewide level.

Survey of the Performance of
American Elections

The Survey of the Performance of
American Elections (SPAE) was an
Internet-based survey of 10,000 registered
voters—200 from each state—conducted
during the week immediately after the
2008 presidential election. The survey
focused on the voting experience. The
survey was supported by the Pew Center
on the States, under the Make Voting
Work Initiative, along with the JEHT
Foundation, and the AARP

Registered voters were asked whether
they voted in 2008. If they did not, they
were asked several questions about why
not. If they did vote, respondents were
asked how they voted (in-person on
Election Day, in-person early voting,

or absentee/mail voting), and then a
series of questions about their experience.
Data and the final report can be
downloaded here: http://dspace mit.edw/
handle/1721.1/49847.

One of the survey’s goals was to develop
standardized questions about election
administration that could be used across
surveys in other settings. The questions
were piloted in two surveys that preceded

the 2008 presidential election: in the
2007 gubernatorial elections in Kentucky,
Louisiana, and Mississippi, and in the
February 2008 “Super Tuesday” primaries
held in 15 states. The same questionnaire
was used to study the 2009 gubernatorial
elections in New Jersey and Virginia.

While these tests were useful in developing
standardized questions, comparisons of
results are best made for the same type of
elections—for example, two presidential
elections, or the 2008 SPAE compared to the
2008 Cooperative Congressional Election
Study (CCES). The intensity of activity at the
polls and in county election offices might
vary too much for two kinds of elections to
make a valid comparison.

Being Online Is Still Not Enough

In 2011, Pew issued an assessment of

state election Web sites, conducted in
collaboration with the California Voter
Foundation, Center for Governmental
Studies, and Nielsen Norman Group. Being
Online Is Still Not Enough evaluated the
content, usability, and availability of lookup
tools for the voting information Web sites of
all 50 states and the District of Columbia,
scoring them on their performance and
suggesting ways for each state to better
inform voters online.

The study followed a 2008 assessment,
Being Online Is Not Enough.'*!

Leading up to the 2010 election, the
assessment covered three major categories:
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content, lookup tools, and usability. The
project assigned 50 percent of the total
score to content, including information
on registering to vote, items on the
ballot, casting a ballot, absentee and early
voting, military and overseas voting, and
contacting election officials.

The project assigned 25 percent of the
total score to the availability of lookup
tools that allow voters to check their
polling place location, ballot information,
and the status of their voter registration,
provisional ballot, or absentee ballot.

Finally, even the best information is of no
value if users cannot find it easily or at all,
so the last 25 percent of the total potential
score was assigned to the usability of the
Web site. The analysis scored each site on
how easy it is to find the site, navigate and
search within it, understand the terms that
are used, and access it even if the user has
disabilities.

Residual Vote Rate

The residual vote rate is defined using the
equation shown in Box C.

Although the residual vote rate can be
calculated for any race on the ballot, it has

Box C

RESIDUAL VOTE RATE

Reported Total Turnout — Total Votes Counted “

100
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become conventional to use top-of-the-
ballot races to measure voting-technology
performance. The quadrennial presidential
election provides the best opportunity to
compare states because the same race is
used as a point of comparison.

Turnout and vote-count statistics were
gathered for this report directly from
state election divisions. The residual vote
rate can only be calculated for states that
report turnout as a separate statistic,
distinguishing it from the number of legal
ballots cast for a candidate. In 2008, six
states did not report turnout rates, or did
so inconsistently across counties, making
the calculation impossible.

State Voting Age Population,
Voting Eligible Population,
and Turnout

Voting Age Population

The Voting Age Population (VAP) is the
residential population of a state that

has reached legal voting age, which has
been 18 years old nationwide since the
ratification of the 26th Amendment to the
U.S. Constitution in 1971. The Census
Bureau is required by law to report
projections of the VAP to the Federal

Election Commission every year.'*

The Current Population Survey’s P20
Population Reports contain the data to
prepare statewide turnout figures and
statistics on voting age populations.
Scanned PDF documents of the Census
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statewide VAP estimates from 1960-1976
can be found here: http://www.census.gov/
population/www/socdemo/voting/past-
voting html#cps. More recent VAP reports
are here: http://www.census.gov/hhes/
www/socdemo/voting/index.html.

Voting Eligible Population

The Voting Eligible Population (VEP)
adjusts VAP to take into account the
number of ineligible voters among the
resident population, reflecting estimates
of people of voting age who are not U.S.
citizens, or who are ineligible because of
incarceration or prior felony conviction.
The VEP statistic is calculated by Michael
McDonald, a professor of political science
at George Mason University. ' Data for
turnout, the voting age population, and
the voting eligible population for every
biennial election from 1980 to the present
can be downloaded in .xls format through
his Web site: http://elections.gmu.edu/
voter_turnout.htm.

The available data are insufficient to
calculate the VEP by state before 1980.
VEP estimates using the pre-1980s data
have been made only for the national and
regional levels, not by county.

More information regarding the calculation
of VEP and related issues is here:
http://elections.gmu.edu/FAQ.
html#How%20t0%20VEP,

Turnout (prior to 2000)

Consistent turnout and election-return
data for elections before 2000 are difficult
to acquire directly from state election
divisions. Two secondary sources,

each based on official returns, are the
sources for turnout data prior to 2000.
The first is the America Votes series,
compiled by Richard Scammon since
1956. We validated the America Votes
data against those contained in David
Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections
(www.uselectionatlas.org), which also is
based on official election returns.
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Alabama 22 208 440 459 145 82.1 85.2 614 732
Alaska 9.6 124 1000 1000 58 1029 87.6 680 755
Arizona 48 105 90.4 9.6 27 717 82.9 557 683
Arkansas 28 16.4 84.1 758 27 66.1 742 53.1 595
California 386 130 86.8 9.4 136 785 825 618 75.2
Colorado 58.9 10.8 98.7 98.1 126 77.4 84.0 70.8 78.6
Connecticut 47 18.3 455 86.1 104 85.6 85.5 67.4 768
Delaware 35 17.6 1000 100.0 124 90.4 859 66.7 768
Dist. of Columbia 127 19.6 00 75.0 99.1 909 62.0 85.0
Florida 19.1 156 97.6 97.1 290 89.7 877 67.4 779
Georgia 7.6 14.2 99.8 94.1 379 81.3 849 619 75.3
Hawaii 24.4 121 97.8 92.2 57 587 69.6 507 59.4
Idaho 198 13.9 100.0 929 65 838 77.1 649 66.4
lllinois 38 159 758 53.1 9.2 86.9 852 638 74.1
Indiana 63 14.8 99.5 847 24.2 89.2 81.1 60.5 715
lowa 186 108 127 91.2 5.1 90.9 853 70.2 77.1
Kansas 180 14.3 750 87.5 1.0 79.2 77.2 62.0 69.1
Kentucky 28 19.9 279 81.0 125 92.1 83.1 59.0 70.2
Louisiana 22 19.0 99.8 100.0 19.1 84.6 88.0 618 783
Maine 15.8 12.1 77.8 907 44 95.7 86.5 722 767
Maryland 66 165 364 938 247 88.0 87.0 682 79.4
Massachusetts 57 19.8 293 667 56 83.1 87.0 664 79.0
Michigan 211 13.7 100.0 94.1 20.6 1022 90.4 689 786
Minnesota 68 126 66.7 947 86 927 918 780 85.1
Mississippi 59 18.7 69.1 442 1.1 492 86.8 612 786
Missouri 45 159 100.0 9.5 266 86.6 85.5 687 742
Montana 256 127 100.0 995 62 763 80.2 68.1 722
Nebraska 15.2 89 88.5 99.9 93 91.5 827 64.2 738
Nevada 7.2 100 98.2 99.8 127 732 776 58.8 680
New Hampshire 57 14.0 222 64.3 75 95.8 84.3 719 786
New Jersey 53 155 847 937 7.4 85.4 855 679 757
New Mexico 18.7 16.6 595 655 124 55.2 80.8 62.0 717
New York 40 158 00 00 8.7 826 839 586 7238
North Carolina 56 156 918 1000 213 89.7 84.5 668 74.1
North Dakota 16.4 8.9 98.2 1000 53 88.9 65.3 717
Ohio 2.1 14.0 98.6 94.8 156 645 84.4 675 750
Oklahoma 35 17.0 83.0 95.7 27 724 81.1 56.3 669
Oregon 100.0 73 70.0 719 795 85.0 68.1 779
Pennsylvania 36 150 489 937 147 833 81.3 64.3 721
Rhode Island 39 206 732 56.3 5.2 857 84.2 624 74.3
South Carolina 9.7 19.5 84.9 926 62.1 778 80.6 59.1 69.6
South Dakota 86 8.9 786 86.4 39 89.0 83.6 650 72.8
Tennessee 22 16.8 394 877 196 80.4 80.3 57.4 679
Texas 49 123 938 94.1 12.2 787 795 545 64.3
Utah 7.9 13.2 90.3 919 139 769 758 55.6 66.1
Vermont 158 127 18.2 99.2 25 89.1 834 677 727
Virginia 45 15.2 787 100.0 282 89.0 87.3 680 785
Washington 853 6.1 80.9 74.1 795 84.2 673 773
West Virginia 19 19.7 714 822 15.1 825 782 524 627
Wisconsin 114 143 1.1 739 7.9 90.8 869 725 79.8
Wyoming 127 13.2 84.2 100.0 56 62.0 784 652 716

(continued)
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Alabama 30.9 744
Alaska 453 62.9 16.5 21 15.5 45 6.2 1.3 0.3
Arizona 52.8 58.1 6.4 0.6 36.6 19 4.6 293 1.6 12
Arkansas 409 70.0 295 0.1 64.3 0.9
California 663 58.4 16.2 22 37.3 6.2 50 171 1.6 13
Colorado 702 58.4 9.0 0.5 26.2 65 2.0 15.9 09
Connecticut 76.6 78.2 79 2.1 1.0
Delaware 73.1 81.9 36 1.6 226 7.8 <0.1 84.3 1.7 03
Dist. of Columbia 37 8.6 535 4.6 283 1.9 0.4
Florida 49.1 71.8 14.1 1.0 216 24 0.4 51.4 29 07
Georgia 30.3 72.3 1.6 0.2 31.3 22 1.3 51.8 35 05
Hawaii 50.7 750 89 0.8 323 <0.1 77.1 1.2 0.5
Idaho 79.9 689 33 05 227 13.9 29 1.9
lllinois 76.1 729 7.2 0.2 64.2 39 1.0
Indiana 76.8 72.8 37 10.9 472 32.7 1.5 1.9
lowa 76.8 763 5.1 0.7 250 8.8 0.3 9.0 09 0.6
Kansas 704 78.7 6.6 25 24.4 10.2 30.9
Kentucky 59.1 76.6 62 1.7 25.0 <0.1 1.5 1.9
Louisiana 4.7 734 26 07 29.1 69 0.1 58.4 0.6 1.1
Maine 72.1 77.6 2.8 0.8 28.7 1.8
Maryland 57.0 714 9.3 1.0 17.4 8.6 1.9 335 05 1.1
Massachusetts 76.1 783 9.1 1.0 26.1 8.1 72.0 1.1 0.7
Michigan 72.5 834 25 0.7 27.3 9.6 <0.1 52.0 1.1 0.7
Minnesota 769 80.0 32 27.8 67 0.8 0.3
Mississippi 253 75.8 480 1.5 39.6
Missouri 719 69.4 43 17 19.1 4.8 0.1 74.5 22
Montana 70.8 67.3 4.1 09 325 67 0.8 27 1.7 1.2
Nebraska 71.1 69.6 4.0 11 18.8 7.8 220 1.4 1.3
Nevada 58.9 65.7 8.8 63 37.4 13.1 0.3 57.9 0.6 0.2
New Hampshire 79.1 81.5 4.7 1.8 18.0 44 1.7 1.2
New Jersey 71.1 720 434 31.6 29 1.8 25.2 1.0 1.8
New Mexico 622 57.6 14.9 0.8 255 23 06 2.8 04
New York 66.7 765 8.4 5.4 350 7.7 22 400 20 1.1
North Carolina 52.9 64.5 14.5 1.9 330 8.1 06 50.9 35 0.7
North Dakota 782 829 6.4 05 234 22 1.4 1.6
Ohio 71 64.1 5.1 1.6 18.3 5.1 3.1 19.3 19 1.3
Oklahoma 633 733 17.0 2.7 27.7 6.6 02 834
Oregon 72.2 64.2 02 62 1.6 0.9
Pennsylvania 70.5 72.7 113 0.7 206 0.7 02 44.2 1.5
Rhode Island 75.2 74.5 0.7 0.8
South Carolina 30.3 69.8 26 0.3 263 3.1 57.0 35 1.1
South Dakota 780 81.7 25 13.8 <0.1 1.8 25
Tennessee 49.9 72.1 23 174 5.4 63.1 1.1 07
Texas 4.4 71.5 8.7 4.6 30.7 72 03 77.0
Utah 784 70.5 250 20 31.2 4.1 37 16.2 1.7 1.9
Vermont 72.7 84.5 3.1 1.3 15.5 5.7 <0.1 1.0 07
Virginia 330 74.3 7.3 1.3 299 7.8 0.1 720 1.8 0.8
Washington 72.3 52.7 282 1.3 214 11 11
West Virginia 779 70.1 16.4 20.0 0.6 51.9 1.9 32
Wisconsin 73.4 73.5 31.0 4.3 0.4
Wyoming 73.7 76.7 2.8 04 234 1.5 05
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Summary of Online Data Sources Referenced in This Report

Census Bureau

Current Population Survey, Voting and
Registration Supplement, past reports

http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/voting/past-voting.html#cps

Voting Age Population Reports

http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/socdemo/voting/index.html.

DataFerrett (Census Bureau data download site)
Election Assistance Commission
Election Administration and Voting Survey

Federal Voting Assistance Program

Post-election surveys

Surveys

Survey of the Performance of American Elections

http://dataferrett.census.gov/

http://www.eac.gov/research/election_administration_and_voting_survey.aspx

http://www.fvap.gov/reference/pesurveyrpts.html

http://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/49847

Cooperative Congressional Election Study

http://projects.iq.harvard.edu/cces/data

Pew Research Center for the People & the Press

http://people-press.org/category/datasets/

National Annenberg Election Survey

Other Data

United States Elections Project

http://www.annenbergpublicpolicycenter.org/ProjectDetails.aspx?myld=1

http://elections.gmu.edu/voter_turnout.htm

Election Data Services

http://www.electiondataservices.com/

Catalist

http://catalist.us/

Voter Vault

http://www.filpac.com/votervault.htm

Verified Voter, Verifier

http://verifiedvoting.org/index.php

David Leip's Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections

State Election Division Web Sites

http://uselectionatlas.org/

Alabama http://www.sos.state.al.us/election/index.aspx

Alaska http://www.elections.state.ak.us/

Arizona http://www.azsos.gov/election/

Arkansas http://www.sos.arkansas.gov/elections/Pages/default.aspx
California http://www.ss.ca.gov/elections/elections.htm

Colorado http://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/elections/main.htm

Connecticut

http://www.sots.ct.gov/ElectionsServices/ElectionIndex.html

Delaware

http://www.state.de.us/election/default.shtml

District of Columbia

http://www.dcboee.org/index.shtm

Florida

http://election.dos.state.fl.us/
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Georgia http://www.sos.state.ga.us/elections/

Hawaii http://www.hawaii.gov/elections/

Idaho http://www.idsos.state.id.us/elect/eleindex.htm
lllinois http://www.elections.state.il.us/
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Summary of Online Data Sources Referenced in This Report

State Election Division Web Sites

Indiana http://www.in.gov/sos/elections/index.html

lowa http://www.sos.state.ia.us/elections/

Kansas http://www.kssos.org/elections/elections.html

Kentucky http://sos.ky.gov/elections/

Louisiana http://www.sec.state.la.us/elections/elections-index.htm
Maine http://www.maine.gov/portal/government/edemocracy/elections_voting
Maryland http://www.elections.state.md.us/

Massachusetts http://www.sec.state.ma.us/ele/eleidx.htm

Michigan http://www.michigan.gov/sos/1,1607,7-127-1633---,00.html
Minnesota http://www.sos.state.mn.us/index.aspx?page=4
Mississippi http://www.sos.ms.gov/elections.aspx

Missouri http://www.sos.mo.gov/elections/

Montana http://sos.mt.gov/Elections/index.asp

Nebraska http://www.sos.ne.gov/dyindex.html

Nevada http://nvsos.gov/index.aspx?page=3

New Hampshire

http://www.sos.nh.gov/electionsnew.htm|

New Jersey

http://www.nj.gov/state/elections/

New Mexico

http://www.sos.state.nm.us/sos-elections.html

New York

http://www.elections.state.ny.us/

North Carolina

http://www.sboe.state.nc.us/

North Dakota

http://www.nd.gov/sos/electvote/

Ohio http://www.sos.state.oh.us/
Oklahoma http://www.ok.gov/elections/
Oregon http://www.sos.state.or.us/elections/

Pennsylvania

http://www.dos.state.pa.us/bcel/site/default.asp

Rhode Island

http://www.elections.ri.gov/

South Carolina

http://www.scvotes.org/

South Dakota

http://www.sdsos.gov/electionsvoteregistration/electionsvoteregistration_overview.shtm

Tennessee http://www.state.tn.us/sos/election/index.htm
Texas http://www.sos.state.tx.us/elections/index.shtml
Utah http://elections.utah.gov/

Vermont http://vermont-elections.org/soshome.htm
Virginia http://www.sbe.virginia.gov/cms/

Washington http://www.sos.wa.gov/elections/Default.aspx
West Virginia http://www.wvsos.com/elections/main.htm
Wisconsin http://gab.wi.gov/

Wyoming http://soswy.state.wy.us/Elections/Elections.aspx
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Endnotes

1. Pew Center on the States, Data for Democracy:
Improving Elections through Metrics and Measurement
(Washington, D.C.: Pew Center on the States, 2008).

2. For a general discussion of the use of under- and
over-votes (i.e., residual votes) as a diagnostic tool, see
Paul Gronke, Charles Stewart 111, and James Hicks, Re-
sidual Voting in Florida (Washington, D.C.: Pew Center
on the States, 2010).

3. Information about North Carolina’s election returns
can be found at http://www.sboe.state.nc.us/content.
aspx?id=69.

4. Kurt Bauman and Tiffany Julian, “A Summary of
Data Collection Procedures and Reports of Voter Turn-
out from the Current Population Survey,” Social, Eco-
nomic and Housing Statistics Working Paper 2010-11
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Census Bureau, Housing and
Household Economic Statistics Division, November 1,
2010), http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/socdemo/vot-
ing/publications/other/CPS_Turnout_11-2010.pdf.

The interviews are conducted whenever the calendar
week falls on thel9th, and follows a “4-8-4" sampling
method. The survey analyzes each household for four
months, and following an eight month hiatus, revisits
the respondents in the survey for an additional four
months.

In prior years, the VRS was known as the “Voter
Supplement.” Although the VRS has been conducted
since 1964, the Census Bureau has only retained
micro-data beginning with the 1972 study. Therefore,
prior to 1972, the only data available are tabulations
produced using the data. These tabulations are gener-
ally marginal frequencies, that is, aggregated counts,
often broken down at the state level. Therefore, these
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earlier reports do not allow as thorough an explora-
tion of voting-related issues as is possible in more

recent years.

5. The Census Bureaus CPS can be accessed at
http://www.censu.gov/cps.

6. Although question wording and response categories
have changed somewhat, the current battery of ques-
tions has been relatively stable since 1996. Previously,
the voter supplement generally recorded only whether
the respondent voted and, for non-voters, whether the
respondent was registered. Occasionally, other ques-
tions would be added, such as the time of day when the
respondent voted.

7. The most widely cited academic study to rely heavily
on the VRS to study voting participation patterns is
Raymond E. Wolfinger and Steven J. Rosenstone, Who
Votes? New Haven, Yale University Press, 1980.

8. For the sake of comparability across time, Figure 1 is
based on the Current Population Report publications is-
sued by the Census Bureau, rather than the micro-data,
when available. The Census Bureau maintains an online
archive of the voting and registration series of the Popu-
lation Characteristic (P20) reports at the following URL:
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/socdemo/voting/
publications/p20/index.html. Note that racial categories
used by the Census have changed over time. For 1964
and 1968, the comparison is between whites and non-
whites. (Also, for 1964, the participation rate of whites
had to be calculated from the data provided in the P20
report.) For 1972-2000, the comparison was between
(non-Hispanic) whites and blacks. For 2004 and 2008,
the comparison is between whites and blacks who only
reported one racial category.
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with the 2010 VRS, researchers will be able to track
more precisely the experience of people with disabilities

in voting.
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