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Presentation Notes
Crime: ComStat, CitiStat for cities
Environment: Environmental Performance Index
Education: NCLB, US News rankings, Quality Counts
Children: Kids Count
How are elections performing?
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Outline

© Conceptual framework
® Data sources

® Elections Performance Index (17 measures)

° http: // Www.pewstates.org/ research/data-

visualizations/ measuringo-state-elections-performance-

85899446194

® Where Missouri ranks

® One measure Of SUCCESS

° Impact of new Voting equipment
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Presentation Notes
The excitement of creating a new field of study
We are a decade behind the education field (at least).

http://www.pewstates.org/research/data-visualizations/measuring-state-elections-performance-85899446194
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Conceptual Framework

Functions/ Registering Casting Counting
Value Voters Ballots Votes

Convenience
Integrity

Transparency

Source: Charles Stewart, “Elections Performance Index Methodology,” Feb. 2013.
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Presentation Notes
From Charles Stewart’s methodology report.
Note the partisan disputes over election law and administration


Data Sources

* Surveys of voters
® Survey of the Performance of American Elections (SPAE)
® Census Voting and Registration Supplement to the Current
Population Survey (CPS)
® Administrative data from election offices

® Election Administration and Voting Surveys (EAVS)

® Surveys of election officials
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Presentation Notes
Note that these data sources are becoming institutionalized and are likely to continue into the future.
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Presentation Notes
State rankings mask huge diversity within states.


Voting Wait Time in 2012
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Absentee Non-Return Rate in 2008

Missouri (4%)

Absentee non-return rate-2008
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Presentation Notes
Note that these figures are for domestic absentee ballots.


4 ™
Absentee Non-Return Rate in 2008

Absentees not returned

|:| Less than 3%

I Between 3% and 6.2%

Il over6.2%
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Absentee Rejection Rate in 2008
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Presentation Notes
Domestic absentees only, but rate is percent of all ballots cast.


UOCAVA Non-Return Rate in 2010

Missouri (61%)
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Presentation Notes
Military and overseas ballots


g Military/Overseas Ballots Not Returned A
in 2010

UOCAVA not returned

|:| Less than 30%

I Between 30% and 56%

Il over 56%
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UOCAVA Rejection Rate in 2010

Missouri (7.7%)
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Presentation Notes
Rejection rate is just for UOCAVA ballots.


Registration or Absentee Problems in 2008

Missouri (9.9%)
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Presentation Notes
Percent of non-voters in Census supplement mentioning registration or absentee ballots problems as a reason for not voting.


Provisional Ballots Cast in 2008

Missouri (0.2%)

Percent casting provisional ballot-2008
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Presentation Notes
Lack of benchmarks: Is it better to have many provisional ballots or few?


Provisional Ballots Cast in 2008
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Measurement Success:

Voting Technology Accuracy

® Residual vote rate

® Difference between total ballots cast and valid votes cast for

president (as % of ballots cast)
® Benchmark in presidential elections (below 1%)
* Residual vote rate in 2000 (before new equipment): 1.8%

* Residual vote rate after new equipment
® 2004:1.1%
® 2008:1.0%

® Most of the decline due to new voting equipment
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Presentation Notes
Missouri ranks poorly on this measure, although Missouri score is inaccurate.


Voter Turnout in 2012

Missouri (62.5%)
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Presentation Notes
Missouri turnout would be roughly 1.5 points higher if the state reported total ballots cast instead of top contest (lack of common definitions).
Missouri turnout in 2008 was 8th highest in the country (when MO was still a battleground state).


Summary

® Opverall, Missouri ranks highly on many measures.
e State rankings mask a lot of local variation.

® Most challenges /problems are concentrated in heavily

populated jurisdictions.
® Some measures lack clear benchmarks, identical definitions.

e Election performance measures are not gOil’lg away.
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The End

® QQuestions?

e dkimball@umsl.edu
e Thank you!
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