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EAC Election Data Collection Grant Program Evaluation Plan
The primary goal of the Election Data Collection Grant Program evaluation is to determine what improvements can be made to the effectiveness and efficiency of the elections data collection process by awarding grants for this purpose to selected states. This includes assessing the efficacy of the technical assistance provided by an independent contractor as well as by EAC staff. Successful election data collection enables the states to report to the EAC, at the precinct level, the data mandated by Congress to be compiled by the EAC. The secondary goal of the grant program evaluation is to provide information and recommendations for enhancing the program should Congress decide to extend it to additional states in the future. 
This evaluation plan describes ICF’s plan to collect the information needed to report to Congress on grant program outcomes, lessons learned and recommendations for grant program enhancements.   

This plan includes a description of ICF’s overall approach, a logic model, research questions, the data to be analyzed, the sources of these data, our data analysis plans, a timeline with milestone table, and a summary of each grantee’s plan.
A. Overall Approach

ICF’s overall approach to the evaluation design is to determine each grantee state’s achievements individually, as a group, compared to a set of states not receiving this assistance and compared to all 55 reporting units. Under this four-part design, each grantee’s level of progress towards complete precinct-level reporting on the 2008 federal election will be compared to its ability as described in its grant application. Next, we will make outcome comparisons among the five grantees. Third, we will compare the outcomes for the five grantees with a set of states that similarly were unable to make a complete precinct-level report as of March 27, 2008, the date the grant program application process opened. Finally, we will compare the grantees’ rank within the 55 reporting units prior to grant award and following the 2008 elections based on percent of data reported.  In addition to this focus on the outcomes of the grant program, we will document, and compare when possible, key steps in the process of implementing the grants. 
This approach is described in our logic model, presented below in Part B.  The data collection design is often called a “pre-post” approach. In this case we will compare each grantee’s ability to report at the precinct level at two points in time: before the grant award and then following the November 2008 election. Grantees have until March, 2009 to report on the November, 2008 election. To establish a set of non-grantee states for comparison group, we will select states using criteria that ensure that they are comparable to the grantee states on key features such as ability to report on the November 2008 federal election, whether the state is centralized or decentralized in terms of election data collection, whether it is an election day voter registration state, and so forth.   
While improving reporting of precinct-level elections data is the main goal of the grants, the funding may be applied to any or all of three components of the elections system: 
· Voter registration databases, 
· Vote tallying technology, and 
· Election returns databases. 
Therefore, the evaluation will include data on each grantee’s status in each of these components at two points in time as well. 

We will conduct a use-of-funds cost analysis as a measure of fiscal effectiveness. In this task we will evaluate the alignment between grantee States’ proposed budgets and their actual spending towards the goals of the program. A use-of-funds analysis offers three benefits in evaluating a grant program. First, a use -of-funds analysis provides insights into spending practices that lead to efficient use of grant monies. Second, this analysis reveals functions and/or activities that involve substantial monetary commitment. Finally a use-of-funds analysis helps to identify grantees that deviate from the overall expenditure trend.

Taking program cost analysis one step further we will evaluate the efficiency with which grant funds are expended. This analysis is congruent with the ROI (return on investment) analysis commonly used in commercial investment decision making to measure profitability. In the EAC election data collection grant program context our analysis will help identify and analyze grantee States’ who were able to benefit most from the use of EAC program funds.
An important component of the process of improving the grantee’s ability to report on federal elections is the quality of the technical assistance it receives. During the grant period there are two significant sources of technical assistance available: that provided by the Technical Assistance contractor and by the EAC.  In addition, we will document the technical assistance gained from other sources, such as consulting or collaboration among states, as it relates to achieving the goals of the grant. 
Finally, a brief case study description of each grantee will be developed to provide specific feedback to each grantee and serve as concrete examples to the other states.

The majority of the necessary data can be collected either from current reports or using a small number of simple forms, with telephone and e-mail follow-up. We believe, however, that each grantee’s experience will include significant unique aspects that can be best understood by a site visit. This will also permit a modest number of face-to-face individual and group meetings to learn more about the challenges encountered (anticipated and unanticipated), recommended best practices and lessons learned. 

B. Logic Model
The following schematic presents our logic model for the evaluation.
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C. Research Questions

The following nine research questions will guide the evaluation. 

1. To what extent are states able to meet their goals given the resources available under the grant, i.e. time between grant award and Election Day, the amount of the award, other available funds to leverage, the state’s level of readiness, and so forth?

2. What are states’ key achievements and most significant challenges in meeting their goals under the grant?

3.  What are the main lessons learned by the states during implementation of grant activities?

4. Do significant lessons learned differ by state or category of states (e.g. election day registration states v those without election day registration)?
5. Are there lessons learned by the grantees in improving states’ ability to report federal elections data at the precinct level that are generalizeable to other states or categories of states?

6. Under what conditions do the states find technical assistance most useful and least useful?
7. In what areas do the states need more guidance from the EAC?
8. Was actual spending of EAC funds by grantee States aligned with the proposed use of funds and what was the effectiveness of money allocation?
9. How does technology design of data collection vary across grantee States and do some data collection mechanisms illustrate comparative advantages independent of local settings?
D. Data 

ICF will rely primarily on the grantees to provide the data for the evaluation. We believe that most of the data required will be collected by the grantees in the course of implementing their programs; however we will request a limited amount of information from them that may not be included in their plans at this point. We will endeavor to keep these data requests to a minimum and to provide simple forms or formats to collect them. We will also collaborate with local evaluation contractors to minimize duplication of efforts.
Outcome data: Key outcome data include the amount of precinct-level federal election data reported by March 21, 2009 following the November 2008 election. The specific data items are described in the firm attached to the grant application, which includes all of the data, exactly as worded, in the EAC’s 2008 Election Administration & Voting Survey form, part A except one item (“under- and over-votes”). 

Other outcome data include expenditures by category and the use or leverage of other resources specific to implementing the plan as described in each grantee’s application (or as modified with EAC approval if necessary), new or revised data collection policies, procedures and practices that have proved to enhance reporting effectiveness and recommended election data collection administrative and procedural best practices, reports on the specific outcomes of electronic systems enhanced or developed under the grant, the cooperation level between state and local governmental units, and the views of decision-makers at the state and local levels as well as the views of operations staff, such as system administration chiefs and their key staff.

Process data: The process data include the length of time between grant award and the achievement of the specific objectives in each grantee’s plan, the timing, subject, and efficacy of technical assistance provided, especially as it relates to system readiness on Election Day, November 4, 2008, the issues, concerns, successes and challenges encountered as the grantees implement their election data collection improvement plans, and the views and opinions of state and local decision-makers and operations staff as the projects unfold.

Technical assistance: ICF will collect information on formal requests for technical assistance made by the state to the technical assistance contractor, including the date of the request, the topic, the nature of the assistance sought, when the assistance was provided, the outcome(s) of the assistance and the level of satisfaction with the outcomes as expressed by relevant state and local decision-makers and operations staff. Similar information will be collected on technical assistance requested from the EAC and from other states. 

E. Data Sources

As noted above, the bulk of the information for the evaluation will be collected in some form from the grantees. ICF will work with local evaluators to limit duplication of effort. A limited amount of data will be collected from the comparison states, the EAC, the technical assistance contractor and publicly available data.
Outcome data: The grantees and comparison states will provide the bulk of the outcome data in their post election reports to the EAC. Other data will be acquired from the states’ progress reports to the EAC and their websites or other publicly available data sets. While the grantees will be collecting and reporting on their progress and working with us, ICF will make arrangements with the comparison group states to provide needed data, ensuring that the response burden is minimal. We will also coordinate with the evaluation contractors in the states conducting state-level program evaluations. In addition, we will work with the Election Day Survey Research Contractor to obtain needed data collected under its auspices.

Process data: The grantees will provide the process information.
Technical assistance: The grantees will provide data on technical assistance requested and provided.

F. Data Collection Methods 
ICF will use a variety of methods to collect the required data. These include using existing data, requesting original data using simple forms, telephone and e-mail contact, and site visits.  Our emphasis will be on using the data generated in the normal course of events during the implementation of each grantee’s activities and limiting the number and scope of requests for additional information. 

1. Data collected from the grantees and comparison group states: For data not provided to the EAC in the March 2009 report, ICF will provide the grantees with a technical assistance form, constructed in checklist style to minimize respondent burden, for recording technical assistance requests and a second form to capture the state’s view of the outcome of the assistance, again in checklist style. Each form will include one space for a unique response or comment on the request or the outcome(s).  Some information will be collected via telephone and/or e-mail contact.
2. Data collected during the site visit: The site visits, scheduled for January through February, 2009 will enable us to collect first-hand information on successes and challenges. Data collection methods include one-on-one interviews, group interviews, and observation. Primary emphasis will be placed on collecting the views of key decision-makers at several levels of responsibility. At the state level these decision makers include the Secretary of State, the State Elections Director, the elections data system chief and those responsible for preparing the elections data reports. At the sub-state or local government level, these decision makers include county or city officials, such as Board of Elections Commissioners as well as local elections systems administrators. 
In addition to views on the successes and challenges, the site visits will enable us to obtain information on the quality of the technical assistance each grantee has received from the technical assistance contractor and from the EAC and suggestions for enhancing the provision of technical assistance in future. Finally, the site visits will provide information on how and to what extent additional resources – time, personnel, expertise, and funds, would further improve the state’s ability to provide the precinct-level data required for full compliance with EAC data needs.
G. Data Analysis Plan

This plan describes ICF’s strategy for analyzing the variety of information collected during our interactions with the grantees in the initial stages of the project. 

1. Individual Grantees. This first step will study the practices and effectiveness of data collection and reporting for individual states. ICF will examine each state’s voting administration practices, voting equipment, the quality of collected data, etc, and develop a matrix comparing the five grantees in all significant aspects of election data collection and data management.

2. Grantees vs. a Comparison Group. This step will compare the grantees’ data collection and reporting practices, as a group, to a comparison group of five to ten non-grantees. The comparison group will be selected to match the  grantees on four key dimensions. These are:

· Percent of EAC survey data the state is able to report

· Election day voter registration status

· Centralized or decentralized election data collection

· State laws concerning election data collection

In our data analysis ICF will look for significant differences between the two groups, at the precinct level if possible.

3. Budget Allocation and Appropriation of Elections Funds. This step will compare the effectiveness, with which grantees allocate and appropriate their election funds, i.e., ICF will look at how grantees spend their election data collection program budgets and at the practical results of their spending. As illustrated above we will develop a use-of-funds cost analysis measure to quantify the results of this study.

4. Overall Ranking of States. Based on ICF’s study of the five grantees and the comparison group we will also develop a composite index for the ranking all 55 states and territories with respect to their data collection and reporting practices. The composite index will be based on a basket of critical election data collection performance indicators (e.g., level of election technology, level of elections data reporting, etc.)
H. Timeline and Milestones

The evaluation will follow the following timeline and milestone plan.
	Timeline and Milestones



	Activity or Milestone
	Completed by 

	1. Initial contact with grantees
	September 19, 2008

	2. Maintain contact with grantees
	Monthly

	3. Develop data reporting forms
	September, 2008

	4. Collect baseline data
	October, 2008

	5. Begin process data collection
	September, 2008

	6. Site visits
	Mid  February

	7. Begin outcome data evaluation
	January, 2009

	8. Conclude outcome data collection
	April 10, 2009

	9. Data analysis
	May15, 2009

	10. All data to EAC
	May 15, 2009


I. Summaries of Grantee Plans

Brief summaries of each grantee’s plan, abstracted from their applications follow. These include a description of the challenges in the current elections data collection system, anticipated outcomes of the proposed program, descriptions of innovation and role-modeling potential and a budget summary. In addition we have noted special circumstances and the level of EAC data the grantee was able to report prior to program implementation.
Name of State: Illinois
Special circumstances: 

· 110 independent election authorities (“bottom-up” state)

Level of EAC reported prior to implementation of the plan: N/A

Proposed project name: EAC Data Hub

Funding amount: 2,000,000 (Federal) and seeking $450,000/yr to effect ongoing implementation

Application Summary

I. Challenges of the Current State of Election Data Collection
· Based on a variety of private vendors working in election administration and the equally wide variation of systems and formats which they employ:

(i) Currently, results are provided in numerous formats which are difficult to merge into a single cohesive document.  These results are also reported by jurisdiction and are not broken down with regard to the units of government within the precinct.  

(ii) The variety of operating systems that result from the 110 independent election authorities make uniformity in the format of election results impossible without the innovative system, which would result from this grant.

· Currently, Illinois is unable to collect data at the precinct level – abstracts of votes  report the overall results of the races on the ballot in each jurisdiction

(i) Abstracts are reported on paper and mailed or faxed to the State

(ii) Federally mandated reports (early, absentee, provisional, and overseas voters) are accomplished through the use of a mail or transmitted survey form to a single employee at the State Board of Elections, who must then re-type the data into a single spreadsheet for transmission to the EAC; all of this is compiled by hand.

II. Outcomes of Improvement Activities Supported by EAC Funds

· The development of a statewide system, with electronic transmission of precinct-by-precinct election results that will translate current data formats into a usable format for the State which will then automatically be decoded at the State level. This will be accomplished through the agency’s efforts, working with a consultant, Catalyst, in adapting the existing software for use in transmission of election results and training local election authority employees in the use of the new software and program implementation. The technology of the proposed system will be similar to that employed by the statewide voter registration database (Illinois Voter Registration System: IVRS).  IVRS will serve as a blueprint for this project.

· Election results will be compiled quickly making precinct-by-precinct reports a reality.

· Substantial improvements in reporting reliability, and accuracy. 

· Substantial improvements in reporting early, absentee, provisional, and overseas votes.

· The system will define an XML schema suitable for submission of data to the Commission. XML is considered a superior vehicle for the exchange of data from a variety of computing platforms in the States. This provides a foundation for future automation.

· With ongoing implementation, the system will continue to be a prototype for e-transmitted election results for other decentralized, bottom up States around the country.

III. Innovation and Role-Model Potential

· Ability to transmit a diverse number of data formats to a single source and the easy use of that data in the centralized transmission destination

· Template is readily adaptable to other States by developing middleware that translates each unique vendor format for precinct level vote totals into a common format for the state database and placing this software between vendor-produced vote totals and the central state database

Illinois strategy to implement this new approach will be technologically advanced in contrast to the current system in terms of ease of use, reliability, and accuracy. The state believes these traits make it a strong candidate to serve as a role-model in terms of election data collection. 

Name of State: Ohio
Special circumstances: 

· 88 counties, (“bottom-up” state)

Level of EAC reported prior to implementation of the plan: items 1, 2, 18a, 23, 29, 30 or “most” of the data.

Proposed project name: Election Data Collection Program

Funding amount: 2,000,000 (Federal)

Application Summary

I. Challenges of Current System for Election Data Collection

· While most, if not all, of Ohio’s 88 counties currently collect nearly all of the requested data, (“bottom-up” approach) no county Voter Registration System (VRS) is designed to transmit all of the data to the Statewide Voter Registration Database (SWRD), nor is the SWRD designed to receive all of the data nor does it have a database structure to store it.

II. Outcomes of Improvement Activities Supported by EAC Funds

· Redesigning and enhancement the infrastructure of all the VRSs in Ohio will:

· Add six new Windows ’03 Enterprise Quad Processor Servers with 8-gig memory each and Enterprise Licensing for Windows ’03 operating system

· Create a new application (middle tier) environment to collect data, using Oracle application servers 

The enhancements will be accomplished in a collaborative effort by the Secretary of State’s (SOS) IT staff augmented by a technology firm specializing in Oracle application development   

· Goal of providing all mandated data for the November, 2008 federal election

III. Innovation and Role-Model Potential

The establishment of a middle-tier methodology lends itself well to, and is a next step towards, a more efficient centralized (top-down) statewide voter registration system. In the short term, this approach enhances system uniformity. It also strengthens data collection efforts by permitting the SOS to programmatically generate precinct-level reports for the EAC with reduced demand on county resources.

Name of State: Pennsylvania
Special circumstances:

· Total system re-design, federal funds about 1/3 of the full project

· 9,200 precincts delivering results to county boards

· A strongly decentralized state (“bottom-up”)

Level of EAC data reported prior to implementation of the plan: N/A

Proposed project name: Pennsylvania Election Data Collection Enhancement Project

Funding amount: 2,000,000 (Federal) and 3,900,000 (matching State funds)

Application Summary

I. Challenges of Current State of Election Data Collection

The current method of collecting election data in Pennsylvania at the statewide level involves three technical applications: the Statewide Uniform Registry of Electors (SURE) system, the SURE Portals and the internal elections management application. The challenges presented by this system are:

· Much of the data requested by the EAC and by other interested parties are entered by county users into the SURE system. Data elements are often not tracked according to the standards requested. The data are not provided in an easily reportable or exportable format. A recurring problem with SURE absentee (Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA)) data is that the system cannot distinguish between qualified federal UOCAVA voters and UOCAVA voters registered in Pennsylvania.

· The election data collected through the SURE Portals includes general voter registration data, provisional ballot information, precinct-level voter registration statistics and polling place information with accessibility details. These data are collected through an interface with the SURE system and user data entry, along with a series of reporting capabilities designed for this purpose. The revised system will significantly expand the election data elements collected in the Portals and ensure that the EAC’s requirements are met. 

· The Internal Elections Management Application precludes the Secretary of State’s Bureau of Commissions, Elections, and Legislation (the Bureau) from altering the framework of an election cycle. The application collects precinct-level data for voter registration by party and election returns by candidate. The current statistical reporting process is extremely rigid. The Bureau is able to generate “print-only” reports in a limited number of reporting formats. The application allows the Department to enter precinct data electronically only by means of “flat data files.”

II. Outcomes of Improvement Activities Supported by EAC Funds

· Through a three phase project all EAC-required data elements will be integrated into a common platform. This includes precinct-level data on registered voters, absentees, UOCAVA voters, and provisional ballots. 

· A dynamic reporting environment will be built to more efficiently gather and report electronically on data from the multiple current systems (SURE, county voting systems, the internal elections management application and the Portals).

· The required EAC data will be reported prior to the March 2009 deadline.

· The Department will continue to integrate data collection processes from each system to reduce and eliminate any manual entry processes.

· Improvements will be made to the SURE system’s user interface, to promote more efficient tracking and reporting of certain data elements, including UOCAVA voters.

· The Internal Elections Management Application will be eliminated as the primary platform for the Department’s elections processes. The SURE Portals will be enhanced to include the functionality that now exists in the internal elections management application.

III. Innovation and Role-Model Potential

The Department’s plan to create a fully integrated elections management system that will also serve as a central repository for all election and voter data is unique and ambitious. Bringing all of the Commonwealth’s election functions together into one system is substantially different from the bifurcated processes that are currently used. The modifications to the current election data systems will enhance data collection by reducing duplicative tasks and eliminating the need to manually produce spreadsheets.

Name of State: Minnesota

Special circumstances: 

· Minnesota is an Election Day voter registration state.

· “Top-down” state

· Number of sub-state units: N/A

Level of EAC data reported prior to implementation of the plan: 74%

Proposed project name: N/A (improvement strategy comprises of 11 subprojects)

Funding amount: 2,000,000 (Federal)

Application Summary

I. Challenges of the Current State System

· Applications & Database: Web-based systems - bandwidth and performance issues can occur outside of OSS (Office of the Secretary of State) control

· Hardware & Infrastructure: State enterprise network - can be single point of failure requiring mitigation strategy by OSS

· Process/Procedural/Operational: Absentee Ballot module use is not universal; access and policy improvement is required for better centralized data collection. 

· Political and Organizational: (1) Municipalities have authority to designate polling places and election judges. The large number of municipalities causes data to be decentralized and more difficult to obtain. (2) Counties have authority to designate municipalities to administer absentee balloting causing absentee ballot data to be decentralized and unavailable.

II. Outcomes of Improvement Activities Supported by EAC Funds

Minnesota’s proposal organizes around eleven “subprojects” that will: (1) Collect complete absentee ballot data statewide for the first time; (2) Add precinct-level over vote and under vote capability to the State Election Results System; and (3) Propose new election data format standards for adoption by other States and the EAC.

More specifically, the improvements will be in the areas of:

· Voter Registration:

· Add additional voter registration sources 

· Track duplicate registration submissions

· Track NCOA automatic voter updates.

· UOCAVA

· Track and collect electronic ballot delivery methods. 

· Document Administrative and Procedural Best Practices for capturing UOCAVA data in a statewide central database.

· Improve tracking for polling places that serve multiple precincts

· Track and collect data on polling places used in the 2008 election

· Collect the number of election judges (poll workers) during the 2008 election.

· Election Day Activities

· Capture the number of ballots requested, received, not counted, and reason for not counting

· Capture new baseline statistics on absentee ballot administration in the 2008 federal election

· Extend absentee ballot administration support and centralized statewide data capture to municipalities

· Add district, precinct-level, ballot delivery method, administration level, and other data collection capability for use in future federal elections

· Add Vendor and Version Information to current precinct level equipment tracking

· Assess whether electronic poll books will improve precinct level data collection in Minnesota

· Document SVRS interface standards

· Election Reporting

· Capture and report Overvotes and Undervotes by office and precinct

· Develop and document vendor standards for including Overvotes and Undervotes in precinct-level results electronic reporting

· Document best practices for high-level system design, methodologies, and procedures for precinct-level election results data collection

· Propose election data format standards

· Describe role of Election Data Warehousing in Election Data Collection and Measurement across multiple elections 

· Define data collection standards

· Document “Policy on Including Election Data Collection in Minnesota Election Systems Design”

III. Innovation and Role-Model Potential

Minnesota has been very successful in developing innovations to precinct-level data collection as

a result of developing systems in-house, making procedural changes to support data collection, and working with the State legislature to mandate certain activities. These successes have placed Minnesota favorably to accomplish the goals of the proposed 11 subprojects and provide the potential to serve as a role-model State in terms of election data collection. 

Name of State: Wisconsin

Special circumstances:

· Election day registration state

· A strongly decentralized, “bottom-up” state

· 72 county clerks and 1,851 municipal clerks

Level of EAC data reported prior to implementation of the plan: N/A

Proposed project name: Election Data Collection Program

Funding amount: 2,000,000 (Federal)

Application Summary

I. Challenges of the Current State System

· Collecting information relating to absentees, including UOCAVA and FWAB (absentee ballot data is collected at the municipal level, and not shared with the state)

(i) Creating a system that the elections clerks can use to record these data

(ii) Training 1,851 municipal clerks, and over 20,000 poll workers, to collect a standardized set of absentee data

(iii) Ensuring compliance in a timely manner

· The Election Voting and Registration Statistics Report only requires clerks to provide the total number of absentee ballots, the number of sent and received Military absentee ballots, and the number of sent and received Overseas ballots, so much of the EAC requested data are missing.

· Since there are only three specific instances where provisional ballots may be cast, they are used infrequently and are often tracked inconsistently; this process is currently completed by hand. 

II. Outcomes of Improvement Activities Supported by EAC Funds

·  Development of a web-based survey instrument to collect data from local elections officials, as well as a dedicated database to house the data

· This system will interface with WI’s Statewide Voter Registration System (SVRS), which is a top down approach to election data collection, and its election administration application; system will also be capable of serving as a canvass utility

· It will be tested following the September 9, 2008 primary election to asses the system’s completeness and readiness for statewide use in November 2008

· The State will develop new business process procedures to enhance the collection of data at the local level

· It will provide a blended training approach; in-person training for 72 county clerks and their staff, and web-based training for 1,851 municipal clerks and their staff

· Collect better quality data and fill in the gaps in current collection methods; enhance the capacity of States and their jurisdictions to collect accurate and complete election data

· Increase transparency, standardization, efficiency, and accuracy of data collection and reporting

· Document and describe particular administrative and management data collection practices, as well as particular data collection policies and procedures

III. Innovation and Role-Model Potential

· Government Accountability Board staff will revise (i) the internal Supplemental Absentee Ballot Log to require poll workers to state the reasons why UOCAVA and other absentee ballots are rejected and (ii) the Election Voting and Registration Statistics Report will require clerks to answer survey questions.  In addition, clerks will change from reporting absentee numbers by municipality, to reporting numbers by precinct; all of which will be collected via the web-based survey

· The key innovation of this system is simplicity:

(i) By providing clerks with a single system for collecting, storing, and delivering election data, the complexity of the process is reduced

(ii) By immediately transmitting collected data to the state, a significant reduction is seen in the amount of time required before data is validated and reported to the public

(iii) By quickly making data available to the voting public, confidence in the electoral process is increased.

PAGE  
1
Assistance to the EAC

Election Data Collection Grant Program Evaluation

August, 2008


