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Thank you Chair Rodriguez, Vice-Chair Hunter and Commissioners Hillman and Davidson for this opportunity to report on our research; my name is Bonnie Glaser and I am an Associate at Q2 Data & Research LLC. As Karin said, I am going to briefly highlight findings from the survey of UOCAVA voters around the world.  
The primary survey was conducted using the UOCAVA voters from the same fifteen jurisdictions that were studied in the case studies.  Karin has explained how we arrived at those fifteen jurisdictions for our sample.  At the same time that we were contacting and interviewing the local election officials in these jurisdictions, we were obtaining from them the postal and email addresses of all their UOCAVA voters who were registered for the November 2006 Election.  The goal of the survey was to examine the issues and challenges that these voters faced in voting or trying to vote, and assess their experiences with using electronic transmission methods available in these jurisdictions.  Those who did not vote in the November 2006 Election were also encouraged to complete the survey and report their attitudes toward various electronic means of voting, including email, fax, and over the internet.  

The 55 question survey was completed on-line or on paper.  We sent email invitations to take the survey on-line to the 1199 voters for which the local election officials had email addresses. 204 UOCAVA voters responded to this email invitation and completed the survey on-line, which was a 20% response rate. We mailed the hard copy survey to 12,752 postal addresses which were provided for the rest of the voters.  Recipients of the hard copy survey had the option of going on-line to complete the survey or to complete the paper survey and mail it back and pay for their own postage.  This mailing resulted in 561 completed online responses and 784 usable paper responses, making a 12% response rate.  The response rate was compromised because unfortunately over 13% of the mailed surveys were returned as undeliverable, for the same reason that local election officials receive back as undeliverable up to 50% of the UOCAVA ballots they mail out: UOCAVA voters are highly mobile and do not often update their addresses.  Given this problem and adding to it that individuals needed to either find a way to get on-line or pay for postage to respond, we were pleased to receive 1549 total responses from the four states, or about 13% of those we attempted to contact.
We also received a large response from an open invitation to Voting Assistance Officers around the world to invite voters to complete the survey on-line.  4136 additional surveys were completed by voters from all 50 states and 132 different countries.  While a portion of these voters could not report on the use of electronic transmission because they are from states which do not allow it, these supplemental surveys did provide useful information about UOCAVA voting experiences and attitudes towards potential electronic transmission methods.  Except where noted, I will discuss the results from the combined sample of 5685 responses.  
The overwhelming finding from this survey was that military voters including their spouses and dependents voted at higher rates in 2006 and had an easier time completing the process than their civilian counterparts.  84% of military respondents and their dependents voted, and in contrast less than half of civilian respondents voted. 20% of overseas civilian respondents tried to vote but were unable to complete the process, while only 5% of military respondents and their dependents reported this problem.  The remaining respondents did not try to vote in the midterm election, but did complete our survey nevertheless.
In order to test that the military status made the difference, we controlled for age, gender, education level, time spent abroad, whether the respondent was in a developed country or not, and whether he or she had voted overseas before.  The result we found was that the probability of military voting was more than twice the probability of non-military voting.  Also military voters were almost twice as satisfied with the voting process, and had an easier time receiving their blank ballot, completing it and sending the voted ballot back.  

The use of electronic transmission methods among respondents was very low.  From the four states which allow some form of electronic transmission, 9% used email or FAX to register or request a ballot, 4% received a blank ballot by FAX or email, and 3% sent their voted ballot back by FAX or email.  The supplemental sample had even fewer use electronic means to navigate the voting process.
Interestingly younger voters, who had spent less time abroad and lived in developing countries were most likely to use electronic transmission methods.
Those who used electronic transmission were very satisfied with the voting process, although slightly less so when they had to send the hardcopy ballot back as well.
In terms of voters’ perceptions of security, receiving blank ballots by email was perceived as the most secure method and much more secure than regular mail.  However, when it comes to sending the voted ballot back in, the level of concern is similar between regular mail and electronic options.  Sending a voted ballot back through the military postal service drew the least concern.  Finally, 80-90% of voters who used any one method (electronic or physical) to send their voted ballot would do the same again, which bodes well for electronic transmission.

We conclude that providing the option of electronic transmission for UOCAVA voters, with the option of traditional postal type methods still available, would be appreciated and met with enthusiasm by a range of US citizens in the military and/or living abroad.
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