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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document is a report to the United States Congrcss on the Impact of thc NatIonal 
Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA) on the administratIOn of elections for federal office 
dUring the preceding two-year period eleetlOn cycle. 

This fifth report is based on survey results from 44 States and the District of ColumbJa. 
Six (6) States are not mcluded because they are exempt from the provisions of the Act. 

General 

States reported a total of 147,843,598 active regIstered voters for the 2002 federal 
general election, an mcrease m active voter registratIOn in those States covered by the NVRA 
rose by 6,765,098. Registration of the Voting Age Population l dec1med slightly to 70.01% 
compared to 71.55% 10 the last mid-term election (1998), while active voter registration 
nationwide (mcludmg those States not covered by the NVRA) also declmed slightly to 68.61 % in 
2002 from the non-Presidential election year high of 70.15% m 1998. 

According to the study, durmg 2001 and 2002: 

• There were 37,473,694 regIstration appilcations or transactions processed 
natiomvlde, 

• Over half, or 19,703,912, were new registrations (I.e., registratlOns that were new to 
the local Jurisdiction, as either first time registrants or registrations across 
jurisdIctional lines). 

• The States reported that 8.74~r(J of regIstration appilcatlons were duplIcate requests 
for regIstration by successfully registered voters. 

• The remammg 38.68'10 of the transactions were prImarily changes of name and 
address. 

• A total of 15,009,935 names \vere deleted from the registration lIsts under the Itst 
verification procedures of the law, \vlllle another 20,596,513 registrants were 
declared "machve." 

Highlights of this Report 

Mail Registration 

The mali regIstration proVISIons of the NVRA accounted for more than one-quarter 
(27.64%) of all voter registration applications from 2001 through 2002, which reflects the 
Increasing availability oflhe national and State registration forms on the Internet and elsewhere. 

I Voting Age Population statistics are estimates based on the Bureau of Census figures, which are rounded 
to the nearest 1000. 



AdditlOnally, a small number of States Implemented changes to improve the mail registration 
process. States reported few problems with mail registration beyond the ongomg and routine 
problems of incomplete, illegible, or ineligible applications. The States submitted no 
recommendations regardmg mail registration. 

Motor Voter 

Voter registration appilcations received through motor vehicle offices dUring 2001-2002 
YlCldcd the hIghest volume of appilcations ever reported by a single registration mcthod 
mandated by the NVRA, accounting for 42.77% of the total number of regIstration applications 
received in the United States. A small number of States reported developing mnovative 
approaches to improve vanous aspects of their motor voter programs. Several States notcd they 
had implemented programs to retrain motor vehIcle offlce employees III theIr duties under the 
l\iVRA, and some States noted that better commumcations with motor vehicle offices and clearer 
mstructions Improved the success rate of their motor voter programs. Survey results Illdlcated a 
SIgnificant decrease in the number of problems reported wllh motor vehicle reglstratlOn programs 
compared to problems reported In 1999-2000 dcctlOn cycle. Howevcr, the failure of motor 
vehicle offices to transmit completed voter reglstratJon applications III a timely manncr appeared 
to be a recurrent problem among the States that did report challenges. The Statcs submitted no 
recommendations regarding motor voter registration. 

Agency Registration 

Agencies mandated in Section 7 of the NVRA accounted for 5.83% of voter registration 
applications received dunng this reportmg period, a decline from 7.58% in 1999-2000. Of these 
agcncics, State deSIgnated agencIes accounted for 2.77% of all applications, public assIstance 
offices represented 2.67% of the totaL disability servIce offices added .25% to this figure, and 
am1ed forecs rceruitment offices accounted for .14°;(1. A number of States reported making 
various Improvements to increase the effectiveness of their agency registration programs. Some 
Slales also reported agency delays in transmltling completed voter registration applications to the 
appropriate election authority, an high number of duplicate registration applications from agency 
chents who felt compelled to fill out a new form on each VISit to the agency, and problems with 
the declination forms required under NVRA SeetlOn 7(a)(6)(A) and (B). In response to problems 
with the decImation forms, four States recommended that the NVRA be reVIsed to chmmate this 
requirement. 

List Maintenance 

The numbers reported m 2003 by covered States for confinnahon notices sent 
(20,570,205), deletions made (15,009,935), and number of "maetive" voters rcmalOing 
(20,596,513) suggest an increasing effort by States to verify their voter regIstration lists. Almost 
a third of the reportmg States made some adjustments to Improve their 11st maintenance process. 
The most common change was the mtroduction or enhancement of a State-level computenzed 
database to Improve the voter registration file mamtenance. Several States reported success in 
implementing lIst maintenance requirements, with the most common success mvoJ\'lOg the 
benefits of or Improvements to a State voter registration database. Survey results mdicated that 
several States faced challenges III mamtaining accurate lists, mostly with various aspects ofthc 
mailings requircd under the NVRA. Six States submitted recommendations for Improving hst 
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mamtenance, most of which focused on revising the procedures required by the NVRA before a 
registrant's name may be removed from the hst. 

Fail-Safe Voting 

States continued to pursue different approaches to lmpiementing fail-:;afc voting, with 
several States reporting that they had made vanous adjustments to their procedures. The most 
popular change was to implement provisional votmg. A few States noted success 10 

admmistering this program dunng 200 1-2002, while some reported challenges, most of which 
involved the fallure of poll workers to foHow proper procedures. Two States submitted 
recommendations to improve fail-safe voting. 

Recommendations 

The Help America Vote Act of2002 mcorporated, in whole or in part, three of the fEe's 
seven previous recommendations for: (1) implementing a computerIzed statewide voter registry 
that IS linked, where possible, with other agency databases; (2) employing the last four digits of 
the social security number In voter registration records; and (3) offermg provisional balloting at 
the pollmg place. The FEe will not pursue 1:\vo other recommendations because the 
Implementation of the Help AmerIca Vote Act addresses both problems. which adversely 
affected the rIght to vote, that prompted these recommendations: (1) the removal of an ehgible 
votcr from the regIstry: and (2) the lack of timely transfer of votcr registration applications from 
motor vehICle officcs. 

Accordingly, the FEe reiterates only tv,ro recommendations of those prevIOusly offered, 
one that wa:, offered in the last three reports and one that \vas offered for the first time III the last 
report: 

• That the U.S. Postal Service 0) create a new class of mail for "official election 
matcrial" that encompasses all mail items reqUisite to the NVRA and provides the 
most favorable reduced rates affordable for the first class treatment of such mailmgs; 
and (2) provide space m their postal lobbies free of charge to State and local election 
officials for voter registration matenaL 

• That States develop and implement an on-gomg, periodic trammg program for 
relevant motor vehicle and agency personnel regardmg their duties and 
responsibilities under the NVRA as Implemented by the State's law. 

The rationale for these recommendations IS provided in Section 6 of this report. 
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The Impact of 
The National Voter Registration Act of 1993 

on the Administration of Elections 
for Federal Office 

2001- 2002 

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

Tim document IS a report to the Umted States Congress on the impact of the National 
Voter RegIstratIOn Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-31,42 U.S.c. 1973gg) on the adlTIlmstration of 
dectlons for federal office dunng the period 0[2001 through 2002. It IS the fifth In a senes of 
such reports to be suhmltted bIennially by the Federal Election Commission pursuant to the 
provisIOns afthat Act. which reads in part: 

SEC 9 .. (3) In General-The Federal ElectlOll CormmsslOo--

(3) not later than June 30 of each odd-numbered yeaI'. shall submIt to the Congress a 
report assessmg the Impact of thIs Act on the acimmlstratlOll of electlOos for Federal 
office dUring the preceding 2-year period and mc1udmg recommendations for 
llnprovements III federal and State procedures, forms, and other matters affected by this 
Act; 

Accordlllgly, the Federal Election Comn11SslOn, 111 1994, promulgated rules identJfymg 
the mfonnation \VC considered necessary to obtam from the States 111 order to generate useful 
reports to the Congress (11 CFR 8,7). We further described and explaincd our need for these 
data elements 10 a conunumeatlOn to the affected State election offiClals m October of 1995 (see 
Appendix B). 

State and local election officials were cooperative 111 proViding the mformation requested 
In our 2003 survey of the States. There v.'ere some difficulties In gathering and maintaining 
necessary data, either by small, uncomputerized local registration offices, or due to the mability 
of some computer programs used by local Jurisdictions to produce the needed data. 

SECTION 2: APPLICABILITY OF THE NVRA 

This report IS based on survey results from 44 States and the Distnct of Columbia. Of 
the 6 States not covered by this report: 

• North Dakota does not have voter registration and therefore IS exempt from the 
)JVRA. under Section 4(b)(l) of the Act; 



• 

• 

• 

l\Ii.nncsota and \Visconsin each had electIOn day reglstratlOn at the polls to drcet 
before March 11, 1993. and are therefore exempt from the :-.IVRA under the ongma] 
Section 4(b)(2) of the Act; -

\Vyoming had enacted legislatIOn, that took effect before March 11. 1993 which had 
the effect of Implementing election day registratIOn at the polls only upon the 
subsequent passage of the I\'-VRA and IS therefore exempt under the onginal Section 
4(b)(2) oftbe Act; and 

Idaho and Ne","- Hampshire enacted legIslation subsequent to March 11, 1993, 
which Implemented election day registratIOn at the polls retroactive to March 11, 
1993, and were therefore specifically exempted by a 1996 amendment to the NVRA. 

SECTION 3: BACKGROUND 

The Purposes and Requirements of the National Voter 
Registration Act 

The objectives of the National Vo1er RegIstration Act of 1993 (l\'VRA) are: 

• to establish procedures that will mcn:ase thl: number ofehgible citizens who register 
to vote m elections for Federal office; 

• to protect the mtegrity of the electoral process by ensurmg that accurate and current 
voter reglstratlOn rolls arc mamtamed; and 

• to enhance the panicIpation of eligible citizens as voters m clectlOns for Federal 
office [Section 2(b)] 

The Act pursues these obJcctnres by: 

• expanding the number of locatIOns and opportunities \vherehy ehgible citizens may 
apply to register to vote; 

• requiring voter registration file maintenance procedures that. in a unlfoml and 
nondiscriminatory manner, accurately identify and remove the names of those 
mdivlduals \vho arc no longer eligible to vote; and 

• providing certam "fail-safe" voting procedures to ensure that an individual's nght to 
vote prevails over current bureaucratic or legal techmcalities. 

Expanding the Opportunities to Register to Vote 

Pnor to enactment of the Act, the locatlOns and opportumties for elIgible citIzens to 
register to vote had vaned Wldely throughout the States. Evidence from State experimentation 
suggested that expanding the number of locations and opportunities for votcr regIstration results 
in mcreased registration. 



Accordingly. the Act requlTt:s that an indIvidual be given an opportunity to apply for 
voter registration in elections for federal offices when he or she applies for or renews a driver's 
ilcense, or when applying for (or recelYmg) servIces at certain other public offices. NVRA also 
requires States to accept registTation by mail. 

Dnver's ltcense offices were selected on the basIS of statistics from the Department of 
Transportation mdicating that approximately 87% of persons eighteen years or older have 
driver's hcenses, whtle an additIonal three or four percent have, tn lieu of a driver's license, an 
IdentIfIcatIOn card is~ucd by the State motor vehicle agency. Moreover, several States had 
already adopted a version ofthi~ "motor voter" approach iB.Rept. 103-9, at page 4]. 

Puhltc assistance programs, state-funded dIsabIlity programs. and other pubhc agencIes 
were selected m order to ensure that "the poor and persons with dIsabilIties who do not have 
driver's ltcenses" v·liB "not be exeludcd from those for whom registTation will bc convenient and 
readily available" [1-I.Rept. 103-66 (Conf.), at page 19]. 

And finally, because "registration by mall was already in place in approxImately half the 
states, and there was substantial evidence that this procedure not only mereased regIstration but 
successfully reached out to those groups most under-represented on the regIstration rolls, thiS 
mcthod of registration was considered appropnate as a national standard" [H.Rept. 103-9, at page 

41· 

"By combinmg the driver's license application approach with mall and agency-based 
registratiOn, the Conunittee felt that any eligible citizen who WIshed to register would have ready 
access to an application" [H.Rept. 103-9, at page 5]. 

Fair and Effective Voter Registration File Maintenance 

The Act reqUires States to "conduct a program to mamtain the Integrity of the rolls" 
[S.RepC 103-6, at page 18J. Any such program, however, "may not removc the name of a voter 
from the hst of eligible voters by reason of a person's failure to vote. States are permitted to 
remove the names of eligible voters from the rolls at the request of the voter or as proVided by 
State law by reason of mental incapacity or cnminal conVictIOn. In addition, States are required 
to conduct a general program that makes a reasonable effort to remove the names of Ineligible 
voters from the official lists by reason of death or change of residence" rS.Rept. 103-6, at page 
1 S J. 

The Act requues that any such program be "uOiform, nondiserimmatory, and 10 

compliance with the Voting RIghts Act of 1965 ... "l Section 8(b)( 1 )J. "The purpose of this 
reqUIrement is to prohibit selectIve or diSCrIminatory purge programs." "The term 'uniform' is 
Intended to mean that any purge program or activity must be applied to an entire Junsdlction. 
The term 'nondiscriminatory' means that the procedure complies wlth the requirements of the 
Votll1g RIghts Act of 1965" [H.Rept. 103-9. at page 15]. 

"FailMSafe" Voting Procedures 

Pnor to 1993, individual registrants were sometimes denied the nght to vote on electIOn 
day either because of some oversight on their part or because of clencal error by the electIOn 
office. Regi~trants who changed residence \vithin thc registrar's junsdiction often mistakenly 
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assumed they were still entitled to vote, only to discover on election day that then failure to 
re-reglster from their new address made them me1igible to vote. Similarly, registrants who may 
have failed to receive or return certain election office mailings were purged from the lists. 
Clerical errors, such as erroneous change of address in the registration files, often resulted eIther 
in the loss of the right to vote or else m an elaborate and daunting bureaucratic ordeal. 

In order to solve such problems, the Act penmts certain classes ofregistTants to vote 
despite bureaucratic or legal technicahtles. The Congress incorporated these "fail-safe" 
proVIsions based on the prinCIple that "once regIstered, a voter should remam on the list of voters 
so long as the mdlvidual remains elIgible to vote m thatJuflsdiction" [H.Rept. 103-9, at page 18]. 

The Role of the Federal Election Commission 

Prior to the effective date of the amendments made by the Help America Vote Act of 
2002, Sechon 9(a) ofthc Act states that the Federal ElectIOn CommiSSIOn: 

1) shall, in consultation \vith the chief election officers of the States, develop a mall 
voter registratIon application form for elections for Federal office; 

2) not later than June 30 of each odd-numbered year, shall submit to the Congress a 
report assessmg the impact of this Act on the admmIstration of elections for Federal 
office during the preceding 2-year peflod and mcluding recommendations for 
Improvements m Federal and State procedures, forms, and other matters affected by 
thIS Act; 

3) in consuitatlOn with the chlefe1ection officers of the States, shall prescribe such 
regulations as are necessary to carry out paragraphs (2) and (3): and 

4) shall proVIde infornmtion to the States with respect to the responsibilitJes of the 
States under this Act. 

In order to meet its statutory obhgation to implement the NVRA the CommiSSIon 
quickly orgal1lzed a number of concurrent projects to accomplish its responsiblhtics. Between 
1993 and 1995, the CommlsslOn undertook a massive campm!:,'Il to gather and dIstribute 
mfonnation for the States, develop and formally adopt regulations, and design and distribute the 
~ational Voter RegistratlOn Form. Some key events worthy of note include: 

• On June 25-26,1993. the Comnllssion convened a 30-member Ad Hoc DIscussion 
Group meeting for the purpose of airmg the wide range of vIews and eoncems about 
the reqUlrements of the Act. That !:,'TOUp included representatives oimany of the 
advocacy groups that were behind the Act, State and local election ufficlals, and 
representatives of the several federal agencies either dIrectly or tangentially involved 
In the Act. 

• In September and October of 1993, the FEC conducted 5 two-day reglOnai 
workshops around the country to provide guidance for implementation ofNVRA to 
State officials prior to theIr January State legislative seSSIons. 
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• On September 30, 1993, the Commission published m the Federal Register an 
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking seeking comments on the National Mml 
Registration Fonn and Infom1ation to be reported by the States to the CommIssIon. 

• The CommiSSIon unammously approved Final Rules on Junc 8, 1994. 

• On July R, 1994, the FEC formally requested from the States a certIfication of their 
voter regIstration eilgibility reqUlremcnts needed to complete the National Voter 
Registration Fonn. 

• On August 5, 1994, thc FEC conducted a sccond meeting of the Ad Hoc DIscussion 
Group. 

• The CommIssion approved the National Voter RegIstration Form on November 3. 

• On December 5, the States received camera-ready copies of the Enghsh version of 
the National Voter RegIstration Fonn. 

• In January 1995, the FEC distributed to the States a "startcr bt" of 100 to 1000 
pnnted copIes of the English version of the National Voler RegIstration Fonn. 
Additionally, the CommIssion translated the fonn, in accordance with thc language 
minority rcqUlrements of the Voting Rights Act, mto: 

• Spanish; 
• Chinese; 
• Japanese; 
• Vietnamese; and 
• Tagalog. 

• In March 1995, the States receIved both the 1994 reporting form and camera-ready 
copics of the appropnate translations of the National Voter RegIstration Fonn. 

• In June 301995, submitted a report to Congress on the States' preparations for 
implementing of the NVRA. 

Dunng this time, the Office of Election Administration worked both formaJJy and 
ll1fonnally with State and local election offiCIals and State legislators to help clarify aspects of 
the Act and provide asslstance in the Implementation of the Aet's proVISIOns. 

Fmally, 111 an effort to share the expenences of those States that had already 
expenmented \vith programs reqmred or encouraged by the NVRA, the Office of Election 
Admimstration pubilshed four studies: Motor Voter RegIstration Programs, Agency Voter 
Registratlon Programs, Mail Voter RegistratIon Programs, and Usmg NCOA Files for Verifying 
Voter Registration Lists. The office also produced and provided to the States a major study of 
Alternative Models for Integrating Voter Reglstraliptl Data Rases. 

Since 1995, the Federal Election CommiSSIOn, through its Office of Election 
Administration. has contInued to provide ,-he States with assistance and gmdance in 
understandmg their rcsponslbl1itles under the NVRA, and has periodIcally updated the National 
Mml Voter RegIstration Fonn. As mandated by the Act, the FEC reported to the Congress 10 
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1997, 1999, and 2001 on the Impact of the NVRA on the administration of federal elections m 
1996, 1998, and 2000. The ComlmsslOn also provided the States a more detailed report In 1998. 

With the enactment of The Help Amenca Vote Act 0[2002, all functIOns which the 
Federal Election CommiSSIOn exerCised under section 9(a) of the National Voter Registration Act 
of 1993 (42 U.S.c. I 973gg 7(a)) bcfore the date of the enactment of thIs Act will be transferred 
to the new United States Election Assistance CommissIOn once it IS estabhshed. 

SECTION 4: COMPARING DATA 

The results of the 2003 survey of the States arc provided in Section 5 below and ll1 the 
tables, along with basehne figures from 1992 and 1994, and survey results for the 1996, 1998, 
and 2000 election cycles. But ll1 order to mterpret the data properly, it IS Important to bear m 
mmd certam hmitations. 

Cautions About Making Comparisons Across Years 

Historically, presidential elections always attract a greater registration and turnout than 
non-presidential federal electlOns. The SIgnificance of this pattern is that any comparison across 
years must he made between elections of the same type. The figures from 2002 should therefore 
be compared to the figures from 1998. 

Additionally, 1992 and 1994 registration figures m Table 1 arc inflated although no 
one can know to what extent. In 1992 and 1994, the vast majority of States did not mamtam lists 
of "mactive" registrants. Instead, registration hsts were periodically purged of persons who had 
not voted during a length of time specified In State law. As a result, total registration figures m 
1992 and 1994 included an unkno\vl1number of people who had moved to a new JUrisdiction, 
registered there to vote, but remall1ed on the list in their prevlOUS Jurisdiction (because their 
absence had not yet been reflected 111 their failure to vote within the specified time frame). 

The NVRA, m contrast, prohibits the removal of names from the registry solely for 
fmlurc to vote and replaces that purgll1g process With a positIve verification ofthc registry (either 
through the mails or else through the U.S. Postal Service's National Change of Address Files) at 
times and frequencIes to be detennined by the Il1dlVldual States. Persons reported by the USPS 
to havc moved outside the registrar's JUrisdiction are sent a confirmation mailll1g and may, at the 
option of the State, be placed on an "inactIve" list (in order to pennit them to vote should therc 
have been a Postal Scrvlce error). 

As a result of the NVRA, States covered by this rcport now conduct a POSltlVC 
venfication ofthetr registration lists although at different tlmes and 111 different ways. 
Moreover, only 32 States opted to distinguish between active and "ll1actlve" registrants (do\\l1 
from 35 for 1999-2000). The remammg ]3 States did not distingUish between "active" and 
"inactive" registrants: hence, their active registration figures were mf1ated by the mcluslOn of the 
"inactives." 

In order to simplify compansons for the reader. we have calculated the number of 
"inactives" m those States that do not distinguish bem'een "actives" and "mactJves." We did so 
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in the folhl\\.')ng manner: (1) \Ve ldentIfied the number of confirmation notlces that each such 
Stale mailed out and subtracted the number of responses to them that they recerved (on the 
cunservalm.:: assumption that respondents were deleted trom the list). (2) Because the remaining 
number \'>'Quld have been placed on an "mactrve" l!st had there been one, we subtracted that 
number from the "total reglstratlOn" number In order to arnve at an estimated "active 
registration" number. The numbers In Ta":!le 1 reflect this procedure In the followmg States: 
Alaska, Dela\vare, FlOrida, Indiana, Kansas, \11chigan, MISSISSIppI, Nebraska, North Carolma, 
OhIO. Pennsylvania. \'cnnont. and West Virgmm." 

Cautions About Making Comparisons Across States 

Apart from the prevIOusly noted differences m ilst venfieation frequenCies and 
procedures, the most SIgnificant problem In making compansons of 2002 data across the States 15 

the problem ofmeomplete reportmg. Indeed, only 24 of the 45 States covered by thIS report 
indicated that their data were complete. The remainder reported problcm~ 10 obtammg data from 
some of thelf local Junsdictlons, either because these entitles dId not keep the neec~sary records. 
did not provide the infonn311on to the State election authority, or clse experienced logIstic, 
technologIcaL or legaJ problems. (See Table 4). 

As a result of this mcomplete reporting, the total regIstration figures for 2002 provided in 
Table I \vllllll some cases be at variance with 2002 registration figures reported elsev,'here by 
the FEe and by other authoritative sources. I3ut in order to make the "actives" plus the 
"ll1actJves" equal the total, some States re;:>orted only the figures they recelYed from their 
cooperative localttles rather than the stateWIde total they knew to be true. 

SECTION 5: SURVEY RESULTS 

\Vhat f"oIlO\y:-, are a summar;.' oftr.e data gathered by the Federal Election ('om111lss1On':-; 
survey of the States regarding the Impact of the :NVRA on the admmlstYatlOn of electIons for 
federal office trom the 2000 election cycle. The survey \vas conducted In March of 2003 
pursuant to the reqUlremenb or the Act and regulations. 

Overall Voter Registration Rates 

Active voter registration in those States covered by the NVR.A. rose by 6.765,098 
mdlVlduals over the totals for the 19n mIdterm election, but declmed shghtly as a percentage of 
the votmg age population to 70.01 % m 2002 compared to 71.55% III 1998. Active voter 
regIstration nationy.,"ide also declined slightly to 68.61 % in 2002 from 70.15 i yo m 1998. 

The total regIstered voters III 2002 actually declined from 1998 levels in five States. 
Each of these States reponed conducting comprehenSIve hst mamtcnanee programs 10 

accordance wlth the NVR/\..3 The total number ofmaetivc registTants (those \.,..ho have been 

:' Kanso.s has begun to distinguish bet\.\'een active and "inact]vc", and will mclude the information in future 
rcpurb. 
'The States reporting list maintenance prografl"b were Alabama, Alaska, Michigan, Montana. and Ohio. 
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mailed, but have not responded to, a verificatIOn notice and have not appeared to vote as of the 
close of the 2002 general election) increased from 14,640,557m 1998 to 20,596,513 In 2002. 

Sources of Voter Registration Applications 

The reporting n:qUlrements of the NVRA, as reflected in the FEes survey of the Stales, 
provIde a panoramic view of voter registration activity throughout the nation. (See Table 2.) 
The covered States reported a total of 37 A73,694 voter registration applications received from 
the close of the 2000 general election registration period to the close of the 2002 general electton 
registratIOn period. 

It seems clear from the 2003 survey that, from 2001 through 2002, voter registration m 
motor vehicle offices continues to be the most productive feature of thc NVRA. Registration In 
motor vehicle offices accounted for 16,026,407 (42.77%) of all voter registratIOn applications. 

Registration by mail also proved productive -- Yielding 10,357,284 (27.64%) of all 
registration applications. These mail applications reflect the ready availability of the natIOnal and 
state voter registratIOn fonns ovcr the Tntemet, from voter registration dnves, and from people 
personally mailing In fonns they obtained from public assistance agenCIes and elsewhere. In 
most States it IS virtually Impossible to detect \vhcre applicants obtained their mail-in fonns. 

Almost a quarter (23.77%), or 8,906,351, of all registration apphcations came from 
"Other Sources" whieh Included organized registration drives, deputy registrars, and in-pcrson 
registrations. (It should be noted, however, that this number is slightly mtlated because somc 
local jurisdictions failed to track the sources of applications and therefore reported all ne\v 
applications in this "Other" category). 

All thc remaming agcncles taken together accounted for only 2,183,652 (5.8YYo) of the 
regIstratIOn apphcations, a declme from 3,460,531 (7.58%) in 1999-2000, 2,909,569 (8.22%) III 

1997-1998, and 4.589,246 (11.07%) III 1995-1996. Of these agenCies, other agencies designated 
by the State (libranes, schools, and such) yielded ]'038,269 (2.77%) of the applicatIOns In 2001-
2002, public assistance officcs provided 999,042 (2.67%), offices providing services to 
individuals with disabilities added 92,317 (.25%), and Armed Forces recruiting offices supplied 
54,024 (.14%). 

There was some initial concem that the NVRA's broad expansion of opportunities to 

registcr would result III Slb'11lficantly increasing the number of duplicates -- that IS, applications 
from persons \\"ho were already registered under the same name at the same address. The 
number of duplicates reported (8.74%) while slightly up from last reporting period (7.72%), IS 

still not slgmficant. :."Jor did anyone category of mtake agencies seem to be responsible for a 
dIsproportionate percentage of duplicates than any other 

Finally, 14,493,458, over one third (38.68%) of the total number of applications, were 
changes to current voter reglstTation information or rejected applicatIOns. The FEe: calculated 
this figure by subtracting the total number of new registrations fTom the total number of non­
duplicate applications received. The FEe does not want to burden local registrars by asking 
them to distinguish which applications were changes to the voter registration record versus \vhlch 
were rejected. Anecdotal evidence from conversatIons with electIOn otlicmls around the country, 
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however. suggests th3t the overwhelming nlaJonty of these transactions were changes of name or 
address. Thus, the NVRA facilitated mllhons of Amencans 10 updatmg theIr voter regIstratIon 
records. 

Mail Registration Programs 

The l\TV'RA n:qUlres States to accept and use a national mail voter n:glstration foml 
rSectIon 6(a)(I)]. This form was developed by the FEC in consultation with chief State eiectlOn 
offiClals [Section 9(a)(2)j. The FEC also made the natlOnal form aVUlluble on its \Veb sIte on the 
Internet so that it could be downloaded, completed, and mailed to one of 42 States that accepted 
paper reproductions of the form dUring this reporting penod. 

States may use their own State matI registTation foml [Section 9(b)]. These, or the 
national form, are to be made available through governmental and private entitles with parttcular 
emphaSIS on organized voter regIstration programs [SectlOn 6(b)]. 

The 1\'VRA allo\vs State~ to reqUIre that an mdividual who registered by mail vote m 
person the first tunc. Seven States (llhnOls, Louisiana, Michigan, Nevada, TennesslCe, Virginia 
and \Vest Virgima) have chosen that option. 

Mail n::gistratlon programs generated 10,357,284 apphcations, accountmg for 27.64% of 
the total number of applicatIOns receIved durmg the 200 1-2002 reportmg pen ad. Voter 
regIstration by mail contmued to be the second most popular source of ,·oter registration 
appllcatlOns, second behllld registratlOn at motor vehicle oftices. 

Several States reported changes undertaken dunng this reporting penod to improve the 
mail registratIOn process: 

• The District of Columbia updated its mail registratIOn fonn to mclude an optional 
questIon mqumng as to the type of assistance needed for dIsabled voter,~. 

• Indiana repealed its rcqUlrement that voter regIstration appllcations be ~ubmltted on 
durable card stock and enacted legIslation to permit voter reglstratlon applications to 
be dO\vnloaded from the State \veb page, to be completed, SIgned, and forwarded to 
the county voter registration oUice. 

• Virginia has begun to bar code voter registratIOn applications. With the help of the 
State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) bar code scanners have been placed at 
both the State Board of Elections and DMV to ensure better accountability of the 
state mml voter registration program. 

• Washington made avallable on the Secretary of State web site State mad voter 
TegistratlOn forms III Spanish, Chmese, CambodIan, Korean, LaotIan, RUSSian and 
VIetnamese. 

As In prior reports, States indicatcd very few problems WIth mml regIstratIon. A number 
of States Indicated continumg problems with mcomp1etc and/or illegible appl1cations while 
another Statc reported regularly recelvmg batches of application cards damaged by United States 
Postal ServIce equipment while being processed. Unlike 1999-2000, there were slgfllficantly less 
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problems reported with private organizations making the natIOnal mail voter registration form 
available on their web sites In a manner that pro\'lded Incomplete or inaccurate information, The 
FEe will watch for a recurrence of this problem during the 2003-2004 reporting penod, because 
many more pnvate voter regi~trahon efforts tend to sprmg up m the months precedmg a U.S. 
Presidential election. 

The States submitted no recommendations to Improve registration by mall. 

Motor Voter Registration Programs 

The NVRA requires that Individuals be given the opportunity to register to vote (or to 
change their voter registration data) in elections for federal office when applying for or renewmg 
a dnver's llcense or other personal Identitlcation document Issued by a State motor vehicle 
authority. 

Motor voter agencies continued to yield the highest volume of registration applications 
among the agencIes mandated by the NVRA. accounting for 42.77% of the total number of 
registration applications in tht: United States during 2001-2002. 

Several States reported Implementing innovative ideas to improve vanous aspects of 
their motor voter programs: 

• Arizona developed their E7 Voter Registration program. Usmg Motor Vehicle 
Department (MVD) technology, Individuals arc able to register to vote over the 
mternet if the user has a digitized signature on file with the .\1VD. 

• North Carolilla began using Its State Election Information Management Systems 
(SEIMS) to electronically transfer to their countit:s, on a weekly basis, all DMV 
appltcations made dunng the previous week. The State Board of Elections reported 
that the electronic transfer of records saves both time and money, and ensures greatcr 
accuracy. 

• Texas IS preparing a pilot project to allow voters to change voter registration data vIa 
the mternet, eliminatmg the need for hard copy exchangc of mfonnation if the 
change IS within the county of regIstration and ifit is madc while changing motor 
vehicle information. 

• Virginia expanded its program to co-locate and re-locate voter regIstrar's offices to 
Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) faClhties. 4 11 Registrars are currently co­
located and 5 have re-Iocated withm the State). This program has prOVided faster 
proceSSing and fewer applications dellled or returned due to msufficlent infonnatlOn. 

• Hawaii and Rhode Island reported developmg programs to re-tram motor vehicle 
officc employees In their duties under the NVRA either in person or by videotape. 

4 Co-location is when a Registrar is given space at a D;vJV office or shares the infonnatioll area in a DMV 
office. Re-location IS when the Registrar completely moyes their office wlthlll the DMV. 
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As noted In prevlOU:; reports. one of the lessons learned from States \vith :'.uccessful 
motor voter proh'Tam~ IS thl: Importance of adequate and continuing training for motor vehicle 
staff due to the high turnover rate for personnel in DMV offices throughout the nation. Other 
States reported that Improved communications wIth motor vehIcle offices and clearer mstructions 
had Improved the success rate of their motor voter programs. 

Slgmficantly fev,rer problems were reported with motor voter regIstration programs 
during this reporting period than were reported during 1999-2000. Nine States, however, still 
reported problems with completed votcr regIstration apphcations not being forwarded In a timely 
manner, or never being forwarded to the appropnate local election official. As a consequence, 
some States again reported receivmg complaints from individuals who stated that they had 
completed a registration application at a motor vehicle office, but whose names did not show up 
on the official 11st of registered voters. One State reported solvmg this problem by allowing 
mdlviduals who did not appear on the voter rolls to cast a proVisional ballot. requned in the 
future by SectIOns 302(a) and (c) of the Help Amcnca Vote Act of2002. Two other States 
enacted new la\vs reqUlnng motor vehick offices to fOr\vard completed registration forms to 
electIOn authorities no later than 5 days after receIpt. (SectlOn 5(e) of the NVRA reqUires that 
applications be fonvarded to the appropnate election official within ten days of acceptance, or, If 
accepted within five days of the close of registration, within five days of acceptance). 

The States submitted no reconunendations to Impnlve motor voter registration. 

Agency Voter Registration Programs 

The NVRA requires that mdivlduals be given the opportunity to register to vote (or to 
change then voter registration address) when applymg for (or receIVmg) services or assistance: at 
any office m the State that provides public assistance; at or through any office in the State that 
provides State funded programs primarily engaged 10 providing services for those with 
disabilities: at certam other offices designated by the State; and at armed forces recruitment 
offices.5 

Individuals must be proVIded thIS opportunity not only at the hme of their ongmal 
applIcation for servIces, but also when filing any rcctification, renewal, or change of address 
related to such servIces. 

Applications received at all agency sItes combIned to represent only 5.83% of the total 
number of voter registration applications III the United States in 2001-2002. AgenCIes deSIgnated 
by the States (such as public IIbranes, public high schools, unemployment offices, tax revenue 
offices, marriage license bureaus) accounted for 2.77% of all appitcations; public assistance 
agencIes accounted for 2.6]0/',; publIc dlsabilJty service offices accounted for .25%; and armed 
forces recruitment offices accounted for .14%. 

5 There is some ambiguity regarding what constitutes a public assistance oftice. The statute itse!fis silent 
on the extent to which this phrase should be applied to the variety of state agencies, partIcularly as such 
agency's missions and structures often vary from state to state. The FEe Guide to lmplementmg the l\\1RA 
provided guidance to States as to what agencie5 were deSignated by the statute. but concluded "States must 
decide for themselves \vhat other of their offices meet the definition of 'public assistance offices "'. 
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A number of States reported improvements made during 2001-2002 to Increase the 
effectiveness of their agency voter registration programs: 

• California counties have taken a more proactive approach to thelr agency voter 
registration programs by ensuring that agencies have voter reglstratlOn applications 
available for theIr chents, and by implementing new procedures for easy restockmg 
of voter registration application cards. 

• Colorado printed and distributed posters In both English and Spal11sh for all NVRA 
designated agencies to be placed m a prominent location withm agency offices 
notlfying the public that "Voter Registration Servlces Offered lIere." 

• Oklahoma produced a new traming VIdeo for agency personnel and broadcasted a 
speCial tralllmg program to Department of Human Services employees engaged in 
voter registration activities. 

• Washington has continued its quality maintenance program for agency voter 
registration in which SecretaI)' of State personnel conduct site visib to vanous 
agencies to verify complranee with provisions of the NVRA. 

Four States reported problems with the timcly transmission of completed voter 
registration appilcations from agency offices to local election offices as required by Section 
7(d)( 1 )&(2) of the Act. (As wlth motor vehicle agenCIes, all public assistance agenCIes covered 
under Section 7 of the NVRA are required to transmit completed apphcations to the appropnate 
election authonty \vlthm ten days of acceptance, or within five days of acceptance if the 
applications are received withm five days of the close of registration). In addition to delayed 
tranmlSSlon, several States again reported having a number of duplIcate registrations from agency 
clients who felt compelled to fill out a new registration appilcatlOn each time they Visited an 
agency office. In response to problems \vith agcoCies belllg required to seek and retam 
declmations from clients each time they refuse an apphcation to register to vote, four States 
submitted a specific recommendation for Congress to ehmmate the NVRA's proVISions requiring 
the declination [ann, eontamed m Section 7(a)(6)(B). 

List Maintenance Programs 

One of the purposes of the NVRA, as stated in the accompanymg House and Senate 
committee reports, IS to ensure that once citizens arc reglstered to vote, they remain on the voting 
list as long as they remalll elrgible to vote m the same Jurisdiction [H. Rept. 103-9, at page 18, 
and S. Kept. 103-6, at pages 17 and 19]. The statute's Irst mamtenance provisions prohibIt States 
from removmg names from the voter registratIOn Irst: 

• for failure to vote [Section 8(b){2)j; or 

• for change of address to another location within the registrar's jUTlsdlction lSection 
g(tJJ. 

The law reqUIres registrars who recelve mformation on a voter's change of address within the 
registrar's jurisdiction to update the registrant's voting address [Section 8(0], The House 
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Committee report makes It clear that this is to be done without reqUIring the registrant to 
reregister or othcrViiSC to notify the regis1rar of the change l H. Rept. 103-9, at page IS]. 

Another stated purpose of the list mamtenance provisIOns IS to ensure the accuracy and 
currency of the voter registration rolls. The Act reqU1res that dnver's hccnse changes of address 
requests serve as change of voter registration address, unless the mdlvidual indicates that the 
change IS not for voter registration purposes [Section Sed)]. The law also reqUires States to 
conduct a unifonn and non-dlscnmlnalol)' general program [SectIon 8(b)(1)] to remove the name 
of an mehgible voter: 

• upon his or her death [SectIOn 8(a)(4)(A)1; 

• upon their wntten confirmation that his or her address has changed to a location 
outside the regIstrar's JUrisdiction [Sections 8(a)( 4)(B) and 8(d)(l )(A)1; and 

• upon a failure to respond to certain confinnatlOll mailmgs along with a failure to 
offer to vote in any federal general elections subsequent to the mailmg [Sections 
8(a)(4)(B) and 8(d)(1)(B)]. (The confirmation mailmg m this case IS that mailed out 
to registrants who, based on information receIved from thc Postal ServIce, has 
changed hIS or her address to a location outside the registrar'sJunsdictlOn.) 

The l\rvRA also permits States to remove the names of a regIstrant: 

• upon the request of the regIstrant lSection 8(a)(3)(B)J; 

• for mental mcapacity of the registrant, as provided for III State la\\', lSectlon 
8(a)(3)(8)]: and 

• upon cnmmal convIctIon of the registrant, as provided for in State law [Section 
8(3)(3)(8)]. 

Other than these proVIsions, the law grants States latitude in when, where, and how these 
functions will be performed. 

States reported mailmg 20,570.205 confirmation notices and recelvmg 4,507,651 
responses to those notices (a 21.91 % response rate) during the 2001-2002 electIOn cycle, the 
most notices and second hIghest response rate reported since most States Implemented the 
NVRA m 1995. These figures suggest an Illcreaslllg effort by the States to maintain up-ta-date 
hsts. This IS comparable with the 18)-\92331 notices and 23.05% response rate III 1999-2000, 
the 17,801,458 notices and 16.35% response rate in 1997-1998, and the 11,469,948 notices and 
19.5'!I,) response rate In 1995-1996. 

Slales also reported movmg 8,549,405 persons from the "actnre" hst of regIstrants to the 
"mactive" list, deleted 4526,562 from the "mactive" list, and deleted 1,933,968 regIstrants who 
were not Identified as active or mactive. In sum. a total of 15,009,935 names were removed from 
registration lists durmg 2001-2002. ThIS compares to total deletIOns of 13,014,912 in 1999-
2000,9.063,326 in 1997-199~, and 8,723301 m 1995-1996. 

Furthermore, reporting States dIsclosed that, as of the close (lfthe November 2002 
general election, 20,596,513 of the 163.984.789 registered voters remaIned on the "inactive" list 
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(12.56%), many of\vhom will be removed from the lists after the 2004 general eiectlon. 6 This 
compares to 11.2% of regIstered voters remaining on the "inactive" list in 1999-2000,9.6% m 
1997-1998, and 5.6% in 1995-1996. 

States covered by this report contmued to approach hst mamtenance differently; 
however, It appears that many persisted m seeking the techniques that are most effective to 
update the hsts of registered voters In their ov.-TI communities. Fourteen States indIcated that 
they had made adjustments. smce the general eleetlOn of 2000, m order to Improve theIr list 
mamtenance program. While the nature of these alterations vaned, the most commonly reported 
Involved: 

• The implementation or enhancement of computerized voter reglstratlOn databases 
and computer-assIsted techmques to update voter registration files, statewide (4 
States- Norida, South Dakota. Texa.'~, and Washington). 

• The increased role of State election offices m: 

• trainmg local election officials m the NVRA requirements and list 
mamtenance teelmlgues (2 States -- Massachusetts and MontalJa); and 

• conveymg to local election offices the death records, cnmma] convictIOn 
records, and lists of mdividuals registered more than once within the State 
that are needed to maintain accurate hsts (2 States - Texa.'· and 
WashiIJgton). 

• Using a mailmg to all registcred voters. follo\vmg precmct and dIstrict changes as a 
result ofreapportlOnment, to identify potential "deadwood" (3 States - Louisialla, 
MarylalJd, and iWchigan). 

In addition, the following States disclosed the implementation of various new State laws 
or procedures to improve lIst mamtenance: 

• In Arizona, one county changed the timing for the deletion of inactive voters fTom 
the registry. 

• Arkamas delegated the list mamtenancc process to counties. 

• California uscd sample ballot mailmgs with the U,S. Postal Service's address change 
sen'lce to identify possible address changes. 

• Kansas began requiring that inactive voters be designated as such on the votcr's 
registration file. 

• Pennsylvania enacted a new law that rcqUlred consistency among all counties m 
processing all changcs of address reCClved up to 30 days beforc an election, to send 
cancellatIon notices to the clection official III the county ofa registrant's fonner 

'" An "inactiw" voters can bc removed from the rolls if, after failing 10 respond to a confinnatlOn notice, the 
voter has not voted in either of the next two federal general elections. Some States have chosen not to 
iITnl1ediately purge voters from their lists at the earliest date possible. 
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residence, to transfer a copy of a registrant's cancelled voter registration record to 
the county of the elector's new residence. Pennsylvania began allo\vmg counties to 
use newspaper obituaries and letters testementary or letters of administration issued 
by the office of register of wills to remove deceased registrants from the hst. 
Pennsylvama also began using a umque identifier, \v"hIch IS assIgned for life, for each 
qualified elector who becomes registered. 

Eight States noted the follov.ang successes m implementing the NVRA list mamtenance 
reqUIrements: 

• Three States disclosed the benefits of their State voter registratIOn database, with: 

• Califurnia noting that the Secretary of State's database continued to import 
voter address changes and new registrants from the motor vehicle 
department, and transmit this data to the counties; and that counties 
continued to make technological enhancements to process the new and 
updated infonnation bemg captured; 

• Kentucky reporting that its centralIzed electronic database makes record­
keeping Simple and accurate; and 

• Texas indleatmg that the State now has 152 (of254) counties connected on­
line in real-time with the Secretary of State's voter registration database. 

• T\vo States rep0l1ed that the list mamtenance requirements helped them remove 
inaclive voters with: 

• 

• 

Hawaii noting that the procedures allowed them to conduct the first large­
scale removal of names from the voter registration list (roughly 103,000 
were removed after the 2002 general electIOn, which WIll be reported by the 
State offiCially 111 the report for the 2004 electIOn cycle); and 

Maille mdicating that procedures have helped to decrease the percentage of 
registered voters to Voting Age Population from 106% in 1996 to 96% in 
2002. 

• Arizona n:pm1ed that some counties used InformatlOll provided by poll workers, or 
by cities and towns when they have thelr elections, to help identify registrants who 
have moved or who have died. 7 

• Massachusetts noted that the rraimng and support provided by the State led to a 
better understandmg of the steps that must be completed before names can be deleted 
from the registry. 

Stales must exercise caution to ensure that list maintenance procedurcs are unifonn, nondiscriminatol)', 
and Itl compliance With the Voting Rights Act of 1965. "This reqUirement may not bc avoided by a 
registrar conducting a purge program or activity based on lists proVided by other paTtles where such lists 
wen: compiled as the result of a selective, nO!l-lmiform .. or discrinunatory program or activit)." [Hse. Rpt., 
Section 8, page 15.J 
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• Washingtoll State stated that its "Suspected MultI-County" voter regIstration process 
has Improved communication about regIstrants who may be on the rolls III more than 
one county, streamlined the cancellatIon process, and saved staff hours and postage 
costs. 

Six States n:portcd challenges In mamtalll111g accurate voter regIstration lists during 
200 1-2002, down from thirteen in both the report followmg the 2000 elections, and the report 
following the election of 1998, and t\ventY-Slx for the 1996 election. Four of these States 
reported the followmg problems related to usmg the postal servIce to conduct regIstration 
functions: 

• Kentucky objected to the expenSl\'e and trme consuming process for confinmng 
registrants' addresses. In particular. the state objected that the requirement that they 
send a confirmation notice to an address after a piece of mail has been returned 
undeliverable IS wasteful and expensl\'e. 

• Louisiana Indicated that the US. Postal ServIce appeared to record the wrong new 
addresses on some of the returned electIOn mail. 

• Jl,1ississippi noted problems \\-'ith some registrants who still have rural route numbers, 
rather than street addresses. making it difficult to ensure mail delIvery. The state 
was addItIOnally concerned with people not provldmg fonvarding addresses when 
they move. 

• North Carolina reported foll(1wmg postal service ducctions for mailings that affect 
the list mamtenance process only to find, on numerous occasions. that postal servICe 
personnel around the State did not understand postal service poliCies for reduced 
rates or were inconSIstent in applymg postal rates to election mail and postal pollclcs 
regardmg returned mailmgs. 

Others dif11culties disclosed Included: 

• Imliana lacking the resources needed to help identify regIstrants who may be on the 
rolls 1I1 more than one county. 

• ll,1olltalla haVIng difficulties Implementing the !\VRl\ lIst maintenance requirements 
III llght of the differmg, although compatible, proVISIOns in State law. 

SIX States forwarded recommendatIOns to address hst mamtenance problems. Five 
States recommended the follo\vlng adjustments to the l''';VRA. hst mamtenance requirements: 

• California recommended that election offices be allowed to promptly cancel voter 
registratIOns for tllO~e whose residence address and county of residence can no 
longer be contlrmcd. 

• Hawaii recommended eliminating the reqUIrement for a forwardable confirmation 
notice to be sent to regIstrants \vhen the l:.S. Postal Ser,']ce confirms that the 
registrants haye non-forwardablc addresses or when the Postal Service has no 
fOI\",arding order. 
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• Kansa.\" recommended that election oftlces be allmved 10 remove the names of 
rcglstTants if they have failed to yote in the past hvo conSecutIve natlOoal/Statc 
elections. 

• Kentucky recommended that States be allowed to Include the forwardablc 
confimlation mailing in any bIst notice mailed to registrants, such as the notice 
vcrifymg acceptance of a voter registration application tha t the :.IVRA currently does 
not allow to be forv,:arded to a new address. -

• Louisiana reconunended that States be allowed to remove "mactive" voters earlier. 

• Arizolla, recommended reduced postal rates for electIOn maIlings, to help \vith 
Increasing mailing costs. 

RecommendatIOns that focused on the procedures required by the NVR.t'\. before a 
registrant's name may be removed from the registry would reqUIre Congressional action to 
change. The U.S. Postal Service could Implement the recommendation regarding postal rates, 
although Congressional action could effect such a change. 

The COtnmlsslOn addressed a vanety of list mamtenance challenges m its March 1998 
report entitled imph'menting the .Vational Vurer Registration Aer. A Report to Slate and Local 
Election Officials on Prohlellls and Solutions Di:.cm'ered 1995-1996. This report explored, m 
detail, the benefits and problems of various solutions to address problems like the ones that have 
<:Insen durmg this survey. Some concerns can be resolved by adjustmg the \vay the State or local 
JurisdlctlOo Implements the ilst mamtenance pro\'lSlOOS of the NYRA. and by Implementmg the 
computenzed statewide voter reglstratlOo list that IS required by the Help Amcnca Vote Act. 
Other problems arc oat so eaSily reCtified. For cxample. the standards employed by the U.S. 
Postal Sernce to qualify mail lOgS for reduced postage continue to be an obstacle to reduemg 
postal costs 10 many JunsdictIons. 

Fail-Safe Voting Programs 

The :t-.'VRA proVIdes for votmg by registrants who may not have responded to certam 
notIces sent to confirm their addn.:ss or \Vhose addresses may not be recorded cOlTectly on the 
rcgistry [Sections ~(c)(l)(B)(i). 8(d)(l)(B), 8(d)(2)(A), See), and 8(£)J. These provisions arc 10 

keeping with one of the prInCiples of the l\JV'R.A. that, once registered. citizens remam on the rolls 
as long as they are eligible to vote in thatJunsdlCtion. While the law secures the nght of these 
voters to vote, it places some restrictions on where they are to vote, and it leaves most deCisions 
concemmg the way such persons are to vote to the States. 

As in the past, the State~ continue to pursue different approaches to thIS matter. Ten 
States reporting adjustments III order to Improve the admmistration of fail-safe voting. Nine of 
these States reVised or clarified theIr balloting procedures: 

• Four States Implemented pnmsional voting during the 2001-2002 election cycle 
(Florida, MarylalJd, Nebraska, Utah). 
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• Arizona reported that one county allowed voters to update thelT name or address by 
means ofthcIr Early Ballot request card. 

• Kansas claril1ed the procedures that county boards of canvassers usc to detcnnmc 
the validity of provlsional ballots. 

• }lIontulIQ worked with its countIes and motor vehlcle department extensively to 
ensure that people would be able to vote despite the fact that thelT motor-voter 
n:glstration appilcations may not have been fonvardcd In a timely manner. 

• Penmyivullia reported a new law that clarified its fail-safe voting procedures. 

• Texas, a State ""'ith carly Yotmg, noted that voters can no longer be added to the 
"inactive" list once voting for the November General Election has begun. 

One State. Culifornia, reported tralnmg poll \vorkers and election staff In fail-safe voting 
procedures, as well as providing fail-safe voting mfom13tion to voters In person and on clectlon 
office web sltes. 

Three States dlsclosed the follOWing successes in admimstermg fail-safe voting: 

• Arkansas touted the benefits of continUing to stress fail-safe procedures In poll 
worker training. 

• J1101ltalla mdicated that coord mating with the motor vehicle department generally 
ensured that people could still vote if their motor voter reglstration applications were 
not forwarded timely. 

• Utah noted the ~uccess ofproVlslOnal balloting, stating that n% of all provisional 
ballots cast were accepted and that the procedure eliminated the need for election 
Judgcs to call the motor vehicle office on clection day to verifY registrallOns. 

Four States reportcd challenges In lmpJementmg fail-safe voting durmg the 2001-2002 
election cycle This equals the four States reporting problems in the 1998 midterm election, but 
lS down from the number of States reporting problems In past president131 elections (seven for 
2000 and elghteen for 1(96). The maJofltl' of the comments for thls report concerned the 
lmplementatlon of the fail-safe voting provlslons by poll workers: 

• Arizona reported that, m one county. electlon \vorkers need to encourage voters to 
fill out the proper forms when the volers have a change of address. 

• California disclo~ed that many countles find that volunteers who work at the polls 
provlde lncorrect mformation to voters, thereby disenfranchismg the voters, because 
the workers are faced with the process on an intenmttent basls and have difficulty 
becoming familiar with all of the fail-safe scenarios and procedures. 

• Indiana reported that poll workers made mlstakes when admimstenng fail-safe 
votmg proYlSlonS, a problem the State hopes to rcetlfy with more poll worker 
tralllmg and malena/s. 
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One State, VirgiJlia, reported a problem that IS specific to the umque way the State chose 
to Implement the fail-safc votmg proVISIOns. The State pomted to the NVRA. 's requirement that 
fail-safe votmg must be provided to registrants who have moved wIthin the same regIstrar's 
Jurisdiction and the same congressIOnal dIstrict. VIrginia followed the letter of the law and dId 
not extend the fail-safe votmg provisIOns to voters \vho remamed in the same registrar's 
JUrisdictIOn, but moved to a ne",' congressIOnal dIstrict. Consequently, when congressIOnal 
dlstnet boundanes \yere redrawn after the 2000 census, fewer voters qualified for fail-safe vOllng 
m 2002. VlrgmlU noted that this problem is likely to affect the 2004 electIOn as \vell. 

Two States submitted recommendations regarding fail-safe votIng: 

• California recommended providmg fcderal funding for trammg on the fall-safe 
voting process.' The State also recommended that Congress consIder amending the 
l\l"\'RA fali-safe yoting procedures to be conSIstent \vith new fail-safe voting 
provlslOns in the Help Amenca Vote Act of 2002. 

• Virgillia recommended amendmg the NVRA to delete the refercnce to eongresslOnal 
distnct m "ctlOn 8(e)(2)(A) [42 USc. 1973gg-6(e)(2)(A)] 

The CommissIOn addressed fail-safe voting challenges III its March 1998 report to the 
Statcs. The report underscored the importance of ensunng that fail-safe voting programs meet 
the requirements of federal law. Thc CommiSSIOn's June 2001 report recommended that States 
Implement pro\'lslOnal ballotmg at the polls. Subsequently, the Help America Vote Aet of2002 
lllcluded a reqU1rement that States implement provisional balloting elections for federal office 
held on and after January 1, 2004 [42 U.S.c. 15482(a), (c), and (d); and 15483(b)(2)(B) and 
(d)(2)J 

SECTION 6: FEC RECOMMENDATIONS 

The FEe offers two recommendations to address problems Identified by the 2002 
survey.9 Roth of these recommendations have been previously offered, one was offered in the 
last three reports and one appeared for the first time in the last report: 10 

,: Funds appropriated under Title I of the Help Amenca Vote Act of2002 ("HA VA") may be used for thIs 
lr<lining [42 U.S.c. 15301(b)]. Title II requirements state thatpa}menb may also be used [OJ this nainmg. 
once the Stat.; certifies that the State has implemented all the title III requuements or that the amuunt 
e.\.pended with regard to such other activities does not exceed the amount equal to the nunimum payment 
applicable to the State under HAVA section 252(c) r42 "C.S.c. 15402(c)]. 
') States were invited to describe any problems dley ill<ly have encountered and any idcas or 
recommendations they might have for Improving the admiruslration of the Act. The bulk of their respon~es 
focused on some oflhe more technical procedures associated with list maintenance, fail-safe voting, and the 
agency decllllation procedure. Many of these technical recommendatlOns depcnd upon how mdivldual 
Slates have chosen to Implemcllt various provislOns oflhc Act. Because thiS report is directed to thc t:nited 
States Congress and not 10 mdividual Stale legIslatures, \ve limit OUI' reConmlendatiolls to tho.se ulllversal 
enough to be applicable to all Slates co\·ered by the ACI 



RECO.\IME'IDATlON 1: The I:.S. Postal Service should (1) create a ne,,"' class of mail for 
"official election material" that encompasses all mail items requisite to the NVRA and 
provide the most favorable reduced rates affordable for the first class treatment of such 
mailings; and (2) provide space in their postal lobbies free of charge to State and local 
election officials for voter registration materials. 

A number of State and local registration officials have voiced concerns (clther in 
response to our survey, in professIOnal mccllngs, or m personal communications with 
CommlsslOn staft) regardmg the costs attendant on the mailings reqUlred by the NVRA .. 

The :-rVRA. requires that local election offlcials employ at least four kinds of mailmgs: 

• Incoming mail registration f('rms (as sIngle items coming 1Il); 

• outgomg acknowlcdgment form!> (in response to each regIstration appl!cation); 

• outgOll1g eonfim1ation notices (v,hich the Act requires be "fonvardable"); and 

• lIlcoming confirmation postcards (as slllglc items in response to the outgOll1g 
confirmation notices). 

In addition, some JLlrlsdictions may employ "non-fonvardable" mailings as a mcans of 
periodIcally verifying their registratIon lists as required by the Act. 

At the same time, Section 8(h)(1) of the Act amends 39 V.S.c. §3629 to read ''The Postal 
ServIce shall make available to a Statc or local \"otmg registration offiCIal the rate for any class of 
mad that IS anllable to a qualified nonprofit orgamzation under section 3626 for the purpose of 
making a mailing that the official certifics IS requlfcd or authonzed by the National Voter 
RegistratlOn Act of 1993." 

Accordmgly, thc Postal Service reviscd Its DomestIC Mail Manual to read. m part "As 
With all matters authorized to mail at the special rates, only third-class matter, deposited in 
prescribed mlll1illUm quantities and prepared m accordance WIth postal regulatIons. IS ehgible for 
these rates." 

that: 
After consultations \Ylth vanous postal authorities, it IS the Commission's understandll1g 

• the rates available to quahfied nonprofit orgamzatlom apply only to outgolllg 
maIlings of at least 200 items or more that are sorted by zip code or other order 
convcment to the Postal ServIce and that are dehvered to a special officer at the Post 
Office; 

III The CommiSSIOn offered sevcn recommendations in ib last repOli. Three ofth~sc reconmlcndations were 
incorporated, 111 whole or in part, into the Help America Vole Act of 2002. Additionally, HA VA address~s 
problems that DoVO other pr~\'ious recommendations were attempting to address. 
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• such items would have to be generic and devoid of references to personal or unique 
infonnation (the very sort ofmfonnation that a confinnatlon mailing would have to 
contam); and 

• the ratc applies only to the origmal outgOIng maihng and would not pLrtam to any 
"forwardable" or "address correction" senilces. Such scrVH;es would cause a 
surcharge for each pieee of mail so treated, to be assessed to the ongmal mailer on 
top of the nonprofit rate. 

It would appear, then, that the "Reduced Postal Rate" offered m Section 8(h)(1) of the 
NVRA would not pertam, either for technical or practical rcasons, to most of the mailings 
required or authonzed by the Act. And the volume of all mal lings required by the Act results in 
substantial costs to local junsdictions. 

Although it IS impossible to fully calculate the costs that are lllcurred for matlmgs 
reqUIred by the Act, a simplified estimate can help illustrate the costs that 1\TVRA imposes on 
local Jurisdictions. From 2001 through 2002, a nationwide total 0[20,570,205 confinnation 
notices were mailed out by registrars to persons who were reported to have moved. These 
confinnatlOn notiecs, m turn. mduced 4,507.651 postcard responses with postage also paid by the 
registrars. At a very mlnImUm, then, reglstrars collectively bore additional mailing costs for the 
confirmation process that easlly reached into seven figures. The NVRA also reqUires that all 
voter regIstration apphcations be acknowledged by the registrar, although many States already 
reqUIred this. St1l1, from 2001 through 2002, this procedure triggered 37,473,694 
acknowledgment mailings from reglstrars nationwide at a cost, again, m seven figures. 

Viewed nationwIde, the size and scope of the mailings reqUIred is very large: 

• Quadrennial verification mailings to a mmimum of 160,000.000 peoplc. 

• BIennial confirmation maihngs to a mimmum of 20,000,000 people. 

• Bieruual return postage on confim1ation postcards from a mllllmum of 4,000,000 
people. 

• 13lennia! acknowledgment mailings to a mimmum of 37 ,000,000 people. 

It is not hard to perceive that total postage costs (not to mention printing and handling 
costs) havc now become and will continue to be a major item in every election budget. The U.S. 
Postal ServIce':; current standards to qualify mailings for reduced postage continue to be an 
ob:;tacle to reducing postal costs for many Junsdlctions. 

In Vle\\' of these matters, the Federal Election Comnnssion recommends that the U.S. 
Postal ServICe create a ne\v class of mail for Items contalOmg the new "Official Election Mail" 
logo; that this ne\v class of mail encompass at a minimum all mail items requisne to the NVRA; 
and that the USPS proVIde the most favorable reduced rates affordable for the first class 
treatment of such maillOgs regardless of their numbcr or pomt of ongm. 

Tn"d related matter, a number of State and local election officials have remarked that they 
arc now belOg charged for providing voter registTatlon materials lo post offices -- apparently 
because of a legally bind 109 requIrement to do so lo the Postal Operations Manual (POM). In 



view of the other Intake efforts reqUIred by the NVRA (in motor vehicle offices, public 
assistance agencIes, and the like), the CommIssIOn recommends that the Postal SerVIce proVIde 
space m their postal lobbIes for voter regIstration matenals free of charge to State and local 
election officIals. 

RECO:\l.\lENDATION 2: States develop and implement an on-going, periodic training 
program for relevant motor ychicle and agency personnel regarding their duties and 
responsibilities under thc ~VRA as implemented b)' the Statc's law. 

Several States reported that motor vehicle offices In some areas failed to transmit voter 
registration apphcations or changes of address to the appTOpnate electIOn authorities In a timely 
manner. Some States also noted similar problems \vith other agencies charged with offering 
voter regIstration. The result, unfortunately, was the effective disenfranchisement of those 
CItizens who had duly applied but \vhosc regIstrations were not processed by election day. 
Furthennore, there has been an unexplalrled declme In both the percentage and number ofvotcr 
registration applications from agenCies distinct from motor vehicle departmenb. As III 2000, it 
seems reasonable to suspect that these problems may have resulted both from personnel turnover 
m the motor vchicle offices and other agencies and from SImple mattentlOn, no\v that the novelty 
of the process has worn off. A few States are considering some fonn of "receIpt" system for 
persons who regIster at motor vehIcle or agcncy offices. But we feci that, at a mInImum, the 
problem needs to be addressed by an ongoing, penodic training program geared to ne\v motor 
vehicle and agency employees. 

11 The Help America Vote Act, at 42l;.S.C. IS483(a)(S)(A)(li) and 15483(a)(5)(D), proVIdes for 
exceptions 10 this requirement for registrants who have neither a dnver's hcense number nor a social 
security number or who hve in States that are pennitted to use the full social security nwnber on 
applications for voter registration, in accordance with section 7 of the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 5S2a 
note). 
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TABLE 1 

VOTING AGE POPULATION AND VOTER REGISTRATION 
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NOTES ON THE DATA ELEMENTS IN TABLE 1 

• Data on all States are presented wnether or not the State is covered by the I\TVRA. The 
names of the States exempt from the :--JVRA. are printed III italics. 

• VAP refers to Voting Age Populatwn. The figures for 1992, 1994, and 1996 are from the 
UB. Bureau of Census Estimated Voting Age PopulatlOn based on the NOVf-~mber 1996 
Current PopulatlOn Survey The figures for 1998 and 2000 are Census projections of 
State voting age populatIOns and are subject to revision when Census issues its estimated 
populations - typically in the year following. The figures for 2002 are were provided by 
Census in June of 200:1, and will be included in its upcoming report on the 2002 election. 
VAP figures mclude a Significant number ofperflons not eligible to vote includmg 
resident alienfl, convIcted felons (in most States), and those indIvlduals whu have been 
declared non compos mentis by a court ofl:·l\v. The numbers of such perflons _ especially 
reSident aliens - vary remarkably from State to Stae. 

• Registration figures were provlded by the States themselves and may be incomplete 
owing to mcomplete local reporting. Afl a result of this incomplete reporting, total 
regIstration fIgures for all years will in some cases be at variance with regIstration 
figures reported elsewhere by the FEe and by other authoritative sources. 

• Registration figures are reported in total registrants as well as 10 "active" and "inactive" 
registrants. "lnactive" registrants arc essentlally those who remam on the list but who, 
based on mformatlOn provlded the Postal Service that they have moved, have been 
mailed a confirmation notice but have neither responded nor offered to vote In the 
subsequent federal election. 
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Table 1 - Votin~ A~e Population and Voter Re~istration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

ALABAMA 
Total YAP 3JJRO,OOO .),138,000 3,220,000 3,293,000 3.333,000 3,379,000 
Total Actiw 2,306,419 2,477,355 2.316,598 2,539,902 2,327.974 
~~o Active 73,50% 76.94%[ 70.35%1 76.20% 68.90% 
Tota 1 InactJ ve 328.63H 255,234 858,251 360,809 290,459 
Total REG 2Jl67.9n 2,635,058 2,{:32,589 3,174,849 2,900,711 2,618,433 
%REG 76.88% 83.97')". 84.86% 96.41% 87.03% 71.49% 

ALASKA 
Total YAP 405,00U 429,000 425,000 437,000 430,000 451,000 
Total Active 3:16,226 414,815 456,914 478,232 417.051 
'1+. ActIVe ,8.37% 97.60%[ 104.56%\ 111.22%1 92.47% 
Total Inactive f'i4,216 46,054 107,699 43,804 
Total REG 315.058 336,226 469,031 502.968 585,931 460,855 
'}o REG 77.79% 78.3?'}'" 110.36% 115.10% 136.2G% 102.19% 

ARIZONA 
Tob,ll YA.P 2,RI2,UUO 2,923,000 3,145.000 3,547,000 3,625,000 3,980,000 
Total Active 2,073,442 2.247,662 2,265,879 2,193,767 2,216,435 
?{, Active 70.94'1" 71.47%1 63.88%1 60.52%[ 55.69% 
'Total Inactive 242,320 254,932 327,104 454,386 491.326 
'Total REn 1,964.949 2,315.762 2.502,594 2,592,983 2,648.15,) 2,707,761 
%REG 69.88%, 79.2:1% 79.57~{) 73.10% 73.05% 68.03% 

ARKANSAS 
Tot~ll YAP 1,774,000 1,817,000 1,873,000 1,882.000 1,929,000 2,033,000 
Total Active 1,274,885 1,369,459 1.412,617 1,441,213 1.455,882 
?'o Active 70.16?·;' n.12%1 75.06%1 74.71% 71.61 % 
1'otallnactive 59,354 102,464 125,583 
Total REG 1,:317,944 1.274,885 1.369,459 1,471,971 1,543,677 1,581,465 
%REG 74.29% 70.16'h, 73.12% 78.21 % 80.02% 77.79% 

CALIFORNIA 
'Total YAP 22,521.000 23,225,000 22,826,000 23,665,000 24,873,000 25,664,000 
Total Achve 14,723.784 15.662,075 14,983,950 15.707,307 15,249,354 
% Active 63.40% 68.62%1 63.32%1 63.15% 59.42% 
Tot31lnactJve 1,025,952 2,415,236 3,190,481 4,055,535 
Total REG 15,101.-173 1,1.723,784 16,688.027 17,399,186 18,897,788 19,304,889 
%REG 67.06% 63.400/" 73.11 'YO 73.52% 75.98% 75.22% 

COLORADO 
Tot.al YAP 2.579.000 2,713.000 2,862,000 2.961.000 3,067,000 3.355.000 
Total Active 2.033,094 1.911,651 2,099,364 2,248,856 2,247,944 
'YO Active 74.94'!i, 66.79%1 70.90%) 73.32% 67.00% 
Total Inactive 434,602 464.077 635,092 642,214 
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Table 1 - Voti'la ~e Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 Total REG 2,OU:-3.o375 2,033,094 2,346,253 2.563,441 2.883,948 2,890,158 %REG 77.G8,}:) 74.91% 81.98% 86.57% 91.03% 86.14% 

CONNECTICUT 
Total YAP 2,508,000 2,486,QOO 2,4 79,000 2,,164.000 2,499,000 2.588,000 Total Active 1.791,685 1,881,32:-3 1,806.750 1,901,203 1,847,247 % Acbve 72.0?'};, 75.89%1 73.33%1 76.08%L 71.38% Total Inactive 95,426 189.,r'i32 157.381 244,307 Total REG 1,861,Ei03 1,791,685 1,976.7·19 1.996,282 2.058,584 2,091,554 %REG 78,21 ~1! 72.0'1% 79.71'% 81.02% 82.38% 80.82% 

DELAWARE 
Total YAP 521.000 534,000 518,000 568,000 582,000 618,000 Total Active :-348,1:;:2 419,508 445,067 477,593 508,727 % Active 65.1~1% 76.55%1 78.36%1 82.06%1 82.32% Total Inactive 18,426 22,321 26,079 10,937 Total REG 342,088 348.122 401,082 467,388 503,672 519,664 
%REG 65.66% 65,lp°/(J 73.19'!<c, 82.29% 86.54% 84.09% 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Total VAP 467,000 4:")2,000 422,000 414,000 411,000 459,000 
Total Active 361,890 361,419 353,503 354,410 363,168 
% Active 80.06% 85.64%1 85.39%1 86.2.3%L 79.12% 
Total Inactive 34,273 65,982 77,40B 132,143 
Total REG ;~10.953 361,890 395,692 419,485 431,816 495,311 
% REG 73.01 % 80.06% 93.77% 101.32% 105.06% 107.91% 

FLORIDA 
Total VAP 10,422,000 10,856,000 ] 1.030,000 11 ,:383,000 11,774,000 12,831,000 
Total Active 6,559,598 7,484,311 7,494,005 8.430,260 8,677,799 
% Active 60"12'% 67.85'%1 65.84%1 71.60% 67.63% 
Total Inactive 593,536 726,261 322,457 657,015 
Total REG 6,541,825 6.559,598 8,077,877 8.220,266 8,752,717 9,334,814 
%REG 62.77%, 60.42% 73.24% 72.22% 74.31% 72.75% 

GEORGIA 
Total VAP 5,006.000 iU59,00,) 5,4]8,000 5,678,000 5.893.000 6,292,000 
Total ActIVE' 3,003,527 .'3,811,284 3,910,740 3,856,676 3,758,718 
%, Active 58.22'!-i, 70.34%1 68.88%1 65.45%L 59.74% 
Total Inactive 281.967 791,534 967,365 
Total REG :=J,177,061 3.00B .. 527 3,811,284 4.192.707 4.648,210 4,726,083 
%REG 6.'3An:, 58.22">;' 70.34~{) 73.84% 78.88% 75.11% 

HAWAII 
Total VAP 806.000 900,000 890.000 878.000 909.000 949.000 
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Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

Total Active 488,889 544,916 601,404 533,860 551,156 
% Active 54.32% 61.2:-l%1 68.50%1 58.73% 58.08% 
Total Inactive 61,620 17,127 0 103,489 125,086 
Total REG 164,495 G5a.50g 562.043 601,404 637,;M9 676,242 
'/i,REG 53.64'j-" 61.17% 63.15% 68.50% 70.12% 71.26% 

IDAHO (exempt from the NVRA) 
Total YAP 750,000 803,000 858,000 888,000 921,000 97] ,000 
Total Active 625,803 700.430 661,433 728,085 679.535 
% Active 77.93% 81.64%1 74.49%\ 79.05%, 69.98% 
Total Tnactive 
Total REG 611,121 625.803 700,430 661,433 728,085 679,535 
%REG S1.41:l'YO 77.93% 81.61% 74.49% 79.05'Yo 69.98% 

ILLINOIS 
Total YAP 8,,')98,000 8,712,000 8,754,000 8,755,000 8,983,000 9,346,000 
Total Active 6,119,001 6,663,301 6,493,881 7,150,468 7,003,115 
% Active 70.2,1% 76.12%1 74,17%1 79.60% 74.93% 
Total Inactive 797,513 1,186,143 1,790,076 1,590,82tl 
Total REG 6,600,358 6,119,001 7,460,814 7,680,024 8,940,544 8,593,943 
%REG 76.77% 70.24% 85.23% 87.72% 99.53% 91.95% 
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Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration 1 

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

INDIAc'lA 
Total YAP 4,209,000 4,298,000 4,374,000 4.410.000 4,448,000 4,564,000 

Total Active 2,976,25.5 3,488,088 ;~,377,956 3,830,096 3,812,080 
'}o Active 69.2:')% 79.75%i 76.60%1 86.11c}~o 83.52% 
Total Inactive ,'316,026 170,71:} 196,556 

Total REG 3,180,157 2,976,255 :3,488,088 3,693.982 4,000,809 4,008,636 

%REG 7,::i.56% 69.25% 79.7S% 83.76% S9.95'Yo 87.83% 

IOWA 
Total VAP 2,073,000 2,] 12,000 2,138,000 2,]57,000 2,165,000 2,239,000 

Total Active 1.640,583 1,741,949 L 763,827 1,841,346 1,809,824 

% Active 77.6R% 81.48%1 81. 77%1 85.05%L 80.83% 

Total Inactive 34,464 97,59.3 127,853 156,635 

Total REG 1,703,532 1.640,533 ],776,433 1.861,420 1,969,199 1,966,459 

%REG 82.18% 77.68% 83.09% 86.:30% 90.96':% 87.83% 

KANSAS 
Total VAP 1,840,000 1,889.000 1,897,000 1,925,000 1,983,000 2.019,000 

Total Active 1,314,213 1,438,894 1.403,682 1.505,714 1,480,404 

% Active 69.57% 75.85%1 72.92%\ 7S.93°/ill 73.32% 

Total InactlV8 110,003 117,909 135,294 

Total HEG 1,366.847 1,,314,213 1,438,894 1,SIS.685 1,623,623 1,615.698 

%REG 74.'2:3% 69.S7'?{) 75.85% 78.63% 8l.8S,}" 80.02% 

KENTUCKY 
Total VAP 2,798.000 2,857,000 2,928,000 2.990,000 2,993,000 3,161.000 

Total Active 2,132,15;; 2,391,190 2.5J2.318 2,556,815 2,649,084 

~'O Active 74.63 0,;, 81.67%1 84.02%\ 85.43%1\ 83.81 % 

Total Inactive 4,896 48,021 165,742 159,913 

TotRl REG 2.076,263 2,132,15:~ 2,396,086 2,G90,339 2,722.557 2,808,997 

%REG 74.21°/', 74.63(,'/0 81.83% 86.63% 90.96%) 88.86% 

LOUISIANA 
Total VAP 3.0·15,000 3,100,000 3.131,000 3,119.000 3,255,000 3,297,000 

Total Activt" 2,151,95[' 2,480,033 2,511 ,141 2,566,602 2,524,187 

% Active 69.42Q'u 79.21 %\ 79.74%1 78.85%1 76.56% 

Totallnactiye 78,638 175,420 229,949 282,015 

TotRI REG 2,292.129 2.151,955 2,558,671 2.686,561 2,796,551 2,806,202 

%REG 75.28% 69.42% 81.72% 85.31% 85.92% 85.11% 

MAINE 
Total VAP 932,000 931.000 945.000 957,000 968,000 1,015,000 

Total Active 940,569 1,001,292 882,329 947,189 950,059 

0/" Active 10L03';-; 105.96%1 92,20%1 97.85%1 93.60% 

Total Inactive 60,200 117,179 60,275 
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Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Reaistration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

Total REG 974,603 940,569 1,001,292 942,528 1,064,368 1,010,334 
%REG 104.157% 101.0;)% 105.96% 98.49% 109.96% 99.54% 

MARYLAND 
Total YAP .'3,705,000 :1,750,000 3.820.000 3,824.000 ,3,925,000 4,078,000 
Total Achve 2,299.580 2,577.191 2,569,316 2,725,181 2,768,946 
'>" Active 61.32%) 67.47%1 67.19%1 69.43%[ 67.90% 
Total Inactive 110,060 241,884 265,584 240.923 
Total REG 2.463,01 0 2,299.580 2,687,251 2,811,200 2,990,768 3,009,869 
%REG 66.'18% 61.32~·o 70.:35% 73.51% 76.20% 73.81 % 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Total YAP 1,616,000 4.564,000 4,649,000 4,7:-31.000 4,749,000 4,964,000 
Total Activt:" 3,153,341 3,494.927 :~,378,165 3,447,595 3,600,649 
% Active 69.09% 75.18%1 71.40%1 72.60% 72.54% 
Total Inactive 329,74!::J 340,363 329,556 372,108 
Total REG 3,351,918 3,153,341 .},824,676 3,718,528 3,777,151 3,972,757 
%REG 72.62%, 69.09'% 82.27% 78.60% 79.54'};' 80.03% 

~IICHIGAN 

Total YAP 6,947,000 6,983,000 7,072,000 7,266,000 7.358,000 7,480,000 
Total Active 6,207,662 6.677,079 6.838,858 6.810,307 6,635,948 
% Active 88.90% 94.42%1 94.12%1 92.56% 88.72% 
Total Inactive 76,755 48,965 161,345 
Total REG 6,1,n,083 6,207,662 6,677.079 6.915,613 6,859,332 6,797,293 
~-{, REG 88.49'!-D 88.90% 94.42'}u 95.18% 93.22% 90.87% 

MINNESOTA (exempt from th" NVR4) 
Total YAP :~.272.000 3,362,000 3"122,000 :J,483,000 3,547,000 3,768,000 
Total Active 2,857,463 3,067,802 2.667.692 3,265,324 2,844,428 
% Active 84.99% 89.65%1 76.59%1 92.06% 75.49% 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 3,138,901 2,857,46:3 3.067,802 2,667,692 3,265,324 2.844,428 
% REG 95.93'};' 84.99%, 89,6m" 76.59% 92.06% 75.49% 

MISSISSIPPI 
Total YAP ] ,87:3.000 1,!::J05,000 1.967,000 2,011.000 2.047,000 2,111,000 
Total Active 1.625.640 1,7.31,852 1,729,200 1.496,414 1,683.928 
% Active 85.34')/u 88.05%1 85.86%1 73.10% 79.77% 
Total Inactive 94,101 77,918 243,444 181,454 
Total REG 1,640.150 1,625,640 1,825,95.'3 1.807,118 1.739,858 1,865,382 
%REG 81.57% 85.34% 92.83% 89.73'7<, 85.00% 88 . .'36% 

MISSOURI 
Total YAP 3,851,000 3,902,000 3,995,000 4,042,000 4,105,000 4,275,000 
Total Active 2.952,642 .'3,342,849 3.240,657 3.415,236 3.391,153 
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Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter RElgistration I 

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 
% Active 75.67 '% 8:-3.68% 80.17% 83.20%L 79.33% 
Total Inactive 395,334 445,4.'36 469,660 
Total REG 3,067.955 2,952,6~2 3,342,819 3,6:iii,991 :1,860,672 3,860,813 
% REG 79.67% 75.6~">o 83.68% 89.96% 94.05% 90.31% 

MONTANA 
Total VAP 600,000 623,000 656,000 658,000 668,000 693,000 
Total Active 514,05·1 590,751 491,763 ,512,516 514,668 
% Active 82.51 % 90.05%1 75.19%1 76.72%L 74.27% 
Total Inactive 144,478 185,744 109,880 
Total REG 529,822 514,051 590,751 639,241 698,260 624,548 
%REG 88.30';1(, 82.51% 90.05% 97.15% 104.53% 90.12% 

NEBRASKA 
Total VAP 1,164.000 1,192,000 1,211,000 1,231.000 1,234,000 1,290,000 
Total Active 919,321 1,015,056 981,160 1,040,023 1,037,814 
% Active 77.12';\-" 83.82%! 79.70%1 84.28% 80.45% 
Totallnachve 75,191 45,194 45,730 
Total REG 951,395 919,321 1,015.056 1,056,351 1,085,217 1.083,544 
'%REG 81.73% 77.12'}" 83.82% 85.81 % 87.94% 84.00% 

NEVADA 
Total YAP 1,011.000 1,08R,00O 1,212,000 1,314,000 1,390,000 1.601,000 
Total ActIve 625,842 722.608 762,884 869,801 
% Active 57.52% 59.62% 54.88% 54.33% 
Total Inactive 56,416 ] 16,086 172,200 
Total REG 649,913 625.842 779,318 878,970 1,042,001 
%REG 64.28';\{, 57.52~{, 64.30% 63.24% 65.08% 

NEW HAMPSHIRJ (exempt from the .iVVR4) 
Total VAP 838,000 843,000 871,000 890.000 911.000 967.000 
Total Active 671,620 754, Til 763.845 856,519 690,159 
% Active 80.38'h, 86.66%1 85.83%1 94.02'1" 71.37% 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 660.985 677,620 7M,77! 763,845 856,519 690,159 
%REG 'I8.88,}(, 80.38'j" 86.66% 85.83% 94.02'Yo 71.37% 

NEW JERSEY 
Total VAP 5,964.000 5,974,000 6,034,000 6.075,000 6,245,000 6,463,000 
Total Active 3,905,436 ·1.111,031 4,126,782 4,266,216 4,194,089 
'1''; Active 65.37(~·o 68.13%! 67.93%! 68.31%[ 64.89% 
Total Inactive 198,789 406,470 447,329 387,773 
Total REG 4.060,337 3,905.43[, 4,309,820 4,533,252 1,713,545 4,581,862 
%REG 68.08% 65.37\/lJ 71.43% 74.62% 75.48'% 70.89% 

NEW MEXICO 



Table 1 - Votin{l A{le Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

Total YAP 1,121,000 1.167,000 1,224,000 1,250,000 1,263,000 1,355,000 
Total Active 713,641) 738,525 821.006 883,052 839,592 
% Active 61. 15'}(, 60.34%1 65.68%1 69.92%, 61.96% 
Total Inactive 99,269 95,180 90.481 111,151 
Total REG 706,966 713,645 837,794 916,186 973,533 950,743 
'1" HEG 6:-1.07~/o 61. 15'l{, 68.15'% 73.29% 77.08% 70.17% 

NEW YORK 
Total YAP 13,705,000 13,646,000 13,564,000 13,590,000 13,805,000 14,544,000 
Total Active 8,818.691 9,567,988 9,553,665 10,027,385 10,180,636 
'1" Active 64.62% 70.54%1 70.30%1 72.64% 70.00% 
Total Inactlve 592,1315 1,187,123 1,235,431 1,065,726 
Total REG 9,193,391 8,818,681 10,160,123 ]0,740,788 11,262,816 11,246,362 
%REG 67.08% 64.62% 74.91% 79.03% 81.59'!-{, 77.33% 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Total VAP :j,190.000 5,36·1,000 5,519.000 5,685,000 5,797,000 6,251,000 
Total Active 3,635,875 4,225,76.5 4,349,290 4,722,3.55 4,684,399 
% Activc 67.78% 76.57%1 76.50%1 81.46%f 74.94% 
Total Inactive 92,243 403.323 483,696 354,427 
Total REG :-:l,H17,380 :~,635,875 4,318,OOH 4,752,613 5,206,051 5,038,826 
%REG 7.3.55% 67.7H'Y{, 78.24% 83.60% 89.81% 80.61% 

NORTH DAKOTA (exempt from tlU! A'T/RAJ 
Total VAP '162,000 467,000 476,000 ,176,000 477,UOO 487,000 
Total Activc 
0/0 Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 
'j(, REG 

OHIO 
Total YAP 8,207,000 8,313,OCO 8,347,000 8,4U1,000 8,433,000 8,541,UUO 
Total Active 6,250.515 6.842,272 6,058,808 6,514,72,'3 6,377,144 
% Active 75.EI%, 81.97%1 72.12%1 77.25% 74.67% 
Total Inactive 1.055.497 830,071 733,757 
Total REG 6,5·12,931 6,250,545 6,842,272 7,114,305 1,344,794 7,110,901 
%REG 19. 72~{) 75.1S".l·" 81.97% 84.68'!;) 87,10'% 83.26% 

OKLAHOMA 
Total YAP 2,352,000 2,394,000 2,426,000 2,463,000 2,531,000 2,620,000 
Total Active 1. 706, 194 1,985,535 1.737,229 1,736,490 1,687,477 
% Active 71.27'1{, 81.84'!'i" 70.53%1 68.61 % 64.41% 
Total Inactive 331,398 320,944 502,748 384,689 
Total REG 2,302,279 2,0,13,,')92 ] ,985,535 2,058,1 n 2,239,238 2,072,166 
%REG 97.89%. 85.:36'!·o 81.81%, 83.56% 88.47'% 79.09% 
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Table 1 - VotinQ AQe Population and Voter ReQistration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

OREGON 
Total YAP 2.220,000 2,311,0<JO 2,411,000 2,484,000 2,530,000 2,666,000 
Total ActIve 1,254,265 1,962,155 1,965,981 1,954,006 1,872,615 
% Active 54.27% 81.38%1 79.15%1 77.2:-3% 70.24% 
Total Inactive 578,509 140,394 191.325 IS5,SI7 380,318 
Total REG 1,775,416 1,832.774 2,102,549 2,157,306 2,139,823 2,252,933 
%REG 79.97% 79.31% 87.21% 86.85% 84.58% 84.51% 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Total YAP 9,161,000 9,212,000 9,197,000 9,118,000 9,155,000 9,472,000 
Total Active 5,879,O!33 6,747,839 6,966,461 7,128,926 7,043,735 
% Active 63_82% 73.37%1 76.40%1 77.87'Vo 74.36% 
Total Inactive 57,749 292,361 633,071 792,040 
Total REG 5,993,002 5,879,093 6,805,612 7,258,822 7,781,997 7,835,775 
%REG 65.42% 63.82% 74.00'Yi, 79.61% 85.00% 82.73% 

RHODE ISLAND 
Total VAP 768,000 764,000 751,000 751.000 753,000 830,000 
Total Active 552,6:l8 602,692 629,786 665,4~4 617,1~5 
% Active 72.3:3% 80.25%1 83.86%1 88.37%,r 74.35% 
Total Inactive 3,169 6,188 55,825 
Total REG 554,664 552,6aS 602,692 6:12,955 671,612 672,950 
%REG 72.22% 72.3:3'?" 80.25% 84.28% 89.19°'0 81.08% 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Total YAP 2,669.000 2,740,000 2,771,000 2,886,000 2,977,000 3,128,000 
Total Active 1,499,589 1 ,814, 776 2,021,76:-3 2,270,013 ~,047,368 
% Active 54.7,3% 65.49%1 70.05%1 76.25%f 65.45% 
Total Inactive 103,950 213,599 63,407 83.663 382,816 
Tot.al REG 1,537,140 1,499,561 1,814,777 2,085,170 2,353,676 2,430,184 
% REG Fi7.59% 54. 7~~?·;' 65.49% 72.25% 79.06% 77.69% 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Total VAP 505.000 522,000 535,000 538,000 543,000 565,000 
Total Active 430,539 462,858 452,785 471,152 475,365 
% Active 82AR?'o 86.52%1 84.16%1 86.77%1 84.14% 
Total Inactive 16,087 4:1,001 49,729 51,891 
Total REG 14S,292 4,'30,539 478,945 495,786 f520,881 527,256 
%REG 88.Ti% 82.48% 89.52%, 92.15% 95.93~·u 93.32% 

TENNESSEE 
Total YAP 3,796,000 3.913,000 4,035,000 4.120,000 4,221,000 4,393,000 
Total Active 2.693,003 3,011,J95 3,057,008 3,181,108 3,134,104 
'Ii, Active G8.SZ'};' 71.63%1 74.20%1 /5.36%1 71.34% 
Total Inactive 86,141 187.2154 219.379 320,423 
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Table 1 - Voting Age Population and Voter Registration 1 

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 
Total REG 2,726.449 2.693,003 3,097,336 3,244,262 3,400,487 3,454,527 
%REG 71.82'}o 68.82% 76.76'}(, 78.74% 80.56% 78.64% 

TEXAS 
Total YAP 12,6Rl,000 13,166,000 13,597.000 14,299,000 14,850,000 15,678,000 
Total Active 8,6,11,848 9,551,191 9,582,505 10.267,639 10,334,773 
% Active 65.64% 70.24%1 67.02%1 69.14%1 65.92% 
Total Inactive 989,487 1,955.730 2,097,596 2,228,686 
Total REG 8,440,143 8.641.848 10,540,678 11,538,235 12,365,235 12,563,459 
% REG 66.56% 65.64% 77.G2'1() 80.69% 83.27%, 80.13% 

UTAH 
Total VAP 1,169,000 1,246,000 1.333,000 1,432.000 1,465,000 1,603,000 
Total Active 921,981 1.070,586 1.045,071 1,120,761 1,118.175 
% Active 74.001}(, 80.31%1 72.98%1 76.50%L 69.76% 
Total Inactive 112,159 183,474 194,287 
Total REG 965,211 921,981 1.070,586 1,1.57,210 1,304,2:~5 1.312,462 
'Yo REG 82.57%, 74.00% 80.31'+" 80.81% 89.03% 81.88% 

VERMONT 
Total YAP 429,000 429.000 445,000 448,000 460,000 477,000 
Total Active 373,442 385,328 389,191 421,561 403,177 
% Active 87.05% 86.59%1 86.87%1 91.64%L 84.52% 
Total Inactive 11,0:30 5,793 15,541 
Total REG 383,371 3,3,442 385,328 400,221 127,354 418.718 
%REG 89.3mh 87.05%, R6.59% 89.34% 92.90% 87.78% 

VIRGINIA 
Total YAP 4,855,000 4,967,000 5,083.000 5,165,000 5,263,000 5,514,000 
Total Active :3,000.560 3,180,862 3.170,660 3,824,676 3,840,484 
% ActIve 60.41% 62.58%1 67.20%1 72.67%1 69.65% 
Total Inactive 140,910 255.261 270,511 375,586 
Total REG :HJ45,662 3,000,560 3,321,772 3,725,921 4,096,676 4,216,070 
%REG 62. 7:~(,!{, 60,41 ';.;; 65.35°/', 72.14% 77.84% 76,46% 

WASHINGTON 
Total YAP 3,812,000 ·1,000.000 4,115,000 4,257,000 4,:368,000 4,556,000 
Total Active 2,896,519 3,078,128 3,119,562 :3,147,814 3,209,648 
%, Active 72.11 ';0 74.80%1 73.28%1 72,07% 70.45% 
Total Inactive 147,230 268,108 185,900 555,350 
Total REG 2,814.680 2,896,519 .),225,:161 .),381,670 3,333,714 3,764,998 
'% REG 7:3.84% 72.41 '% 78.38% 79.58% 76.32% 82.64% 

'VEST VIRGINIA 
Total VAP 1,:176,000 1,389,000 1.417.000 1,406,000 1,416,000 1,413,000 
Total Active 884,315 950,548 951,581 1.031,736 975,255 
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Table 1 - Votil!.9. ~e Population and Voter Registration I 
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 

% Active 63.67% 67.08% 67.68% 72.86% 69.02% 
Total Inactive 20,197 56,230 34,613 85,637 
Total REG 956,172 884,~n5 970,745 1,007,811 1,066.349 1,060,892 
%REG 69.19% 63.R7% 68.51% 7l.68% 75.:·)1% 75.08% 

WISCONSIN (exempt from the l\71/HA) 
Total VAP 3,675.000 3,777,01)0 
Total Active 

3,824,000 3.877,000 3,930,000 4,103,000 

% Active 
Total Inactive 
Total REG 
%REG 

WYOMING (exempt from the NVRA) 

Total YAP 329.000 343,000 356,000 354,000 358,000 376,000 
Total Active 337,8G3 228,554 2,'30,360 220,012 241,200 
% Active 98.50'}{, 64.20%1 65.07%1 61.46%1 64.15% 
Total Inactive 

Total REG 234,260 337,RG3 240,711 230,360 220,012 241,200 
%REG 71.20% 98.50% 67.62':/0 65.07°1., 61.46% 64.15% 

TOTALS FOR 
ALL STATES 

Total VAP 189,529,000 19:=1,650,000 196,498,000 200,929,000 :':05,815,000 215,473,000 
Total Achve 129,431,244 142,983.699 140,946,508 149,4 76, 705 147,843,598 
% Active 66.84°·{, 72.77%1 70.15%1 72.63%L 68.61% 
Tot.al Inactive 1.652,4~,6 8,138,763 14,640,557 18,274,197 20,596,513 
Total REG 133.801,5R4 130,979,705 151,122.462 156.685,.527 ]67.150,902 168,440,111 
%REG 70.60% 67.64'!·{' 76.91% 77.98% 81.51°·f, 78. 17'!'!, 

TOTALS FOR 
THENVRA 
STATES 

Total VAP 179, .7LOOO 183,626,000 186,246,000 190,961,000 195,671,000 204,801,000 
Tot.al ActIve 0 124,569,01)3 136,791,845 136,623,17R 144,406,765 143,388,276 
% Act.ive 0 67.83% 73.45%1 71.55%1 7.3.80'%L 70.01% 
Total Inact.ive 0 1,652,4~l6 8,] 38,763 14,640.,557 18.274,197 20,596,513 
Tot.al REG 128,772,946 126,107,5:.4 14'1,680.496 151.973,006 162,680.962 163,984,789 
%REG 71.63% 68.68% 77.68%, 79.58% 83.14% 80.07% 
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TABLE 2 

SOURCES OF VOTER REGISTRATION APPLICATIONS 

2001-2002 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

ALABAMA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 24,020 8.56% GHi .2 56% 
By mail 73.863 26.3.'3% 2,087 2.83% 
Public Assistance Offices 13,621 4.86% 796 5.84% 
Disability services 3.426 1.22% 130 3.lger" 
Armed Forces Offices 694 0.25% 15 2.16% 
State Designated Sites 3,114 1.22% 18O 5.27'3-i, 
All other sources 161,447 57.56% 4,054 2.51% 
TOTAl 280,485 7,87R 2.81 ';0 184,106 

ALASKA 
!I.'1otor Vehicle Offices 46,946 22.33'7" 1,046 2.23,){) 
By mail 34,164 16.25% 1,562 4.57'!"i, 
Public ASSistance Offices 102 0.05% 5 4.90'10 
Disability services 38 0.02% - o.aO,}" 
.tllmed Forces Oflices 2 0.00% - 0.00% 
State DesIgnated Sites 6,761 3.22% 156 2.31% 
All other sources 122,229 58.14% 6,636 5.43% 
TOTAL 210.242 9,405 4.47'ji> 54,121 

ARIZONA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 88.160 14.23% 2.349 2.66% 
By mail 38:~,814 61.93% 12,297 3.20% 
Public ASSistance Offices 9,351 1.51% 219 2.:34% 
Disability services 3,311 0.53% 60 1.Rl% 
Armed Forces OfficeoS 2,094 0.34% 159 7 . .')9% 
State Designated Sites 27,109 4.47% 155 2.72'J-j) 
All other sources 10.5,295 16.99% 2,80,1 2.(i6% 
TOTAL 619,734 18.64:~ 3.01% 267,066 

ARKANSAS 
11otor Vehicle OtJice" 91,471 37.59% 10.289 11.25% 
By mail 63.517 26.12% 4,712 7.41% 
Public Assistance Offices 8,623 0.54% 5BO 6.';3~{, 

Disability services 812 0.33% 107 IB.]8% 
Armed Forces Offices 609 0.25% 16 2.63% 
State Designated Sites 8,12S 3.46% 212 2.:)2,:},j 
All other sources 69,826 28.70% 8,201 11./4% 
TOTAL 243,:::116 24,117 9.91 ,:}" 132,087 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

CALIFORNIA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 912,085 IB.64% 17'1,075 19.09% 
By maiJ 2,221,735 45.10% 436,337 19.64% 
Public Assistance Offices 45,976 O.94~{) 1. 719 ;374% 
Disability services 2.998 0.06% 147 4.90% 
Armed Forces Offices 3,278 0.07% 361 11 01% 
State Designated Sites 95,142 1.94% 8,472 8.90% 
All other sources ],612,579 32.95% 128,234 1.95% 
TOTAL 4,893,793 719,345 15.31% 1,804,686 

COLORADO 
!\lotor Vehicle Offices 634,150 5:').11% 56,332 8.88% 
By mad 230,234 19.28% 18.861 R.19% 
Public Assistance Offices 56,801 4.76% 800 1.41% 
Dlsability services 7,048 0.59% 400 5.68'/0 
Armed Forces Offices 231 0.02% 11 4.76% 
State Designated Sites 3:3.506 2.81% 1.114 3.32% 
All ot.her sources 232,061 19.44% 6,907 2.98% 
TOTAL 1,194,o::n 84,425 7J17% 491,038 

CONNECTICUT 
Motor Vehicle Offices M,160 11.4 7't" 2,28;~ 5.17% 
Br ma ]] 141,369 36.72% 3,509 2.48% 
Public Assist.ance OffIces 11.603 3.01% 1,103 9.61% 
Disability services 374 0.10% 14 3.74% 
Armed Forces Offices 1,139 0.:30% 8 0.70% 
St.at.e Defllgnated Sites 11,825 3.07% 420 3.55% 
All other sources 174.510 45.33~{) 6,112 3.50% 
TOTAL 384,970 13,449 3.49% 431,417 

DELAWARE 
Motor Vehicle Offices 163,159 76.44% 34,595 21.20% 
By mail 45.724 21.42% 1,232 2.El9% 
Public Assist.ance Office:=: 1,601 0.75% 103 6.43% 
Disability serVICCC, 53 0.02% 2 3.,7% 
Armed Forces Offices 43 0.02% - 0.00% 
Stat.e Designated Sltes 0.00% - 0.00% 
All other sources 2,872 1.:15% 11.'3 3.~1;~% 

TOTAL 213.452 36,045 IG.b9% 42,789 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Motor VehIcle Office." 285,958 84.25% 15,550 .'5.44% 
By mail 29,680 8,74% 7,550 25.14'Y;' 
Public Assistance Offices 4,454 1.31% 116 2.60% 
Disability services 166 0.05% . 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 15 0.00% 0.00'+" 
State Designated Sites 152 0.04% 25 16.45%, 
All other sources 18,976 5.59% 526 2,77% 
TOTAL 339,401 23,767 7.00% 43,803 

FLORIDA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 1.361,439 51.83% 17,871 1.31% 
Bymai] 61.5,420 23.43% 14,200 2.31% 
Public Assistance Offices 59,4GO 2.26% 1,966 3.31% 
Disability services 4,930 0.19% 103 2.{)9% 
Armed Forces Offices 853 0,03% R O.94~·O 
State Designated Sites 26,962 1.03% 593 2.20% 
All other o;ources 557,849 21.24% 8.671 1 . .55% 
TOTAL 2,626,913 1:=l,412 1.65% 1,501,565 

GEORGIA 
Motor Vehicle OfIiceo; 508.446 44.41% 81,2,33 15.98% 
By mail a07,865 26.89?·;) 11,312 3.G7% 
Public Assistance Offices ,35,802 3.13% 2,127 5.H4'1" 
Disability service" . 0.00% . 0.00%, 
Armed Forces Offices nO 0.00% 28 0.00% 
State Designated Sites 61,474 5.37% 3.013 4.90% 
All other sources 231,196 20.19% 16,343 7.07% 
TOTAL 1,144,833 114,0.56 H.~J6% 420,635 

HAWAII 
Motor Vehicle Offices 47,810 23.90% 9,296 19.44% 
By mail 60,996 ;~0.49% 6,281 10 .. 30% 
Public Assistance Offices 211 0.14% 13 4.69% 
DIsability serviceo; 465 0.23'1;' 23 4.~15% 
Armeu Forces Offices 545 0.27% 67 12.2H% 
State Designated Siteo; 1,74G 0.87% 218 12.49% 
All other soureeo; 88.2;:]6 44.10%, 10.2.56 11.62% 
TOTAL 200,07S 26,153 13.07% 53,536 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 
IDAHO is exempt from the MTRA 

ILLINOIS 
Motor Vehicle Offices 1,006,796 49.41% 71.946 715% By mail 23<1,499 11.51% 17,819 7.60% 
Public Assistance Offices 13,891 0.68% 1.792 12.90% 
Disability services 18,510 0.91% 2,09,) 11..'31% 
Armed Forces Offices 371 0.02% 41 11.05% 
State Designated. Sites 2,056 0.10% 283 13.76% 
AJI other sources 761,670 37,38% 49,579 6.51% 
TOTAL 2,037.793 143,553 7.04% 1.123,393 

INDIANA 
:'vlotor Vehicle Offices 192,823 :38.88% 14,969 7.76% 
By mall 195,224 .'39.36'J1, 4,796 2.46% 
Public Assistance Offices 13,281 2.68% 752 5.66% 
Disability services 1,188 0.24% 109 9.21% 
Armed Forces Offices 223 0.04% 27 12.11% 
State Designated Sites 15,766 :1.18% 925 5.87% 
Allot her sources 77.464 15.62% 4,539 5.S6% 
TOTAL 49fi.964 26.117 5.27% 257,097 

IOWA 
:Viotor Vehicle Offices 350,738 36.75% 11,055 3.15% 
By mail 282,319 29.58% 2.091 0.74% 
Public ASSIstance Offices 9,655 1.01% 174 1.80% 
Dlsabihty services 955 0.10% 18 1.88% 
Armed Forces Offices 328 0.03?{, 3 0.91% 
State DeSIgnated Sites 1.238 0.13% 5 0.40% 
All other sourcps 309.265 32.40% 4.182 1.35% 
TOTAL 9fi4,498 17,528 1.84% 269,224 

KANSAS 
r\"Iotor Vehicle Offices 144.644 42.39% 10,874 7.52% 
By mfll] 91.714 26.88'1i, 12,848 14.01 % 
Public l\ssistance Offices 4,661 1.::J7%, 382 8.20% 
Disability serv](:es 664 0.19% 60 9.04% 
Armed Forces Offices 74 0.02% 20 27.03% 
State DeSIgnated SItes ::J,555 1.04% 529 ]4.88% 
All other soun:es 95,922 28.11 ?·o 19.656 20.49% 
TOTAL 341,2:34 44,369 13.00% ] ,")8,425 
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Table 2 -

rVIotor Velllch~ Offices 657,7!:18 50.60% 0.110°/0 By mail 23,541 1.81% 0.00% 
Public Assistance Offices 27,269 2.10% 0.00% 
Disability services 2.390 0.18% 0.00% 
Armod Forces Offices 73 0.01% O.()O% 
State Designated Sites 8,340 0.64% 0.00% 
All other sources 580,684 44.66% 0.00% TOTAL 1,300.095 O.OU'7(, 220,232 

Motor Vehicle Offices lR1,739 58.52% 15,245 8.25% 
By mail 65.253 20.67% 2,382 3.65% 
Public ASsIstance Offices 10,522 3.33% 603 5.73% 
Disability services 1.785 0.57% 57 3.19% 
Armed Forces Offices 124 0.04% 4 3.23% 
State Designated Sites 15.379 4.87% 3IG 2.05% 
All other sources 37,907 12.01% 116 0.:31% 
TOTAL 815,709 18,723 5.9:=1% 283.234 

.Motor Vehide Offices 106.294 47.02% 4,040 3.80% 
By mail ~~6,754 16.26% 920 2.50%, 
Public Assistance Offices 7,839 3.47% 0.00% 
Disability services fiR 0.03% 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 0.00% 0.00% 
State Designated Sites 2,668 1.18% 0.00'l-{. 
All other sources 72.458 :32.05% 2,234 :=].08'!1, 
TOTAL 226,081 7,194 3,18% 111.452 

Motor Vehlcle Offices 200,030 55.06% 25,995 13.00~1, 
By mail 85,310 23.48% 4,979 5 . .'14% 
Public Assistance Offices 1,151 0.32'}';' 34 2.9.'5% 
Disabllity services 255 0.07% 15 5.88% 
Armed Forces Offices 71 O.02'}(i 2 2.82% 
State Designated Sites 41,49:3 11,42% 2,261 5.46% 
All other sources 34,993 9.63% 1,586 4.5:1% 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Re~istration Aoolications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

MASSACHUSETTS 
l'vlotor Vehicle Ofrices 291.119 49.67% - 0.00% 
By mail 180,282 30.76% 40,254 22.33% 
Public Assistance Offices 13,521 2.::l1'li, 1.108 8.19% 
Disability services 1.129 O. Hl'y(, 98 8.68% 
Armed Forces Offices - 0.00% - 0.00% 
State Designated Site!' 9S5 0.]7% 71 7.51% 
All othGr sources 99,090 16.9 1 i)-iJ 39.144 39.50% 
TOTAL FiR6,126 80.678 13.76% 586,126 

MICHIGAN 
.:Motor Vehlcle Offices 1.294,133 88.91 % 155 . .359 12.00% 
By illS]] 40,602 2.79% 5,971 14.71% 
Public ASSistance Offices 30,127 2.07% 2,803 9.64% 
DisabIlity servIces 5.259 0.36% 444 8.41% 
Armed Forces Offices 805 0.06% 165 20.50% 
State Designated Sites - 0.00% - 0.00% 
All other soun:es 84,690 G.82% 8.587 10.14% 
TOTAL 1,455,616 173,429 11.91% 845,092 

MINNESOTA rs exempt from the NVRA 

MISSISSIPPI 
Motor Vehicle Offices 14,508 11.16% 2,2ti5 15.61% 
By mail 44,724 34.39% 2,885 6.45% 
Public Assistance Offices 21.242 16 . .'3.'3% 1,682 7.92% 
Disability seryices 2.022 1.55,}', 56 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 0.00% 41 
State Design CIted Sites 0.00% - 0.00% 
All other sources 47,550 36.56% 5,101 10.73% 
TOTAL 130,04ti 12,030 9.25% 156.754 

MISSOURI 
"[I.·rotor Vehicle OtIices 109,746 50.05% 17,24/ 4.21% 
By mail 90,ti31 11.07% S,947 6.S6% 
Publ.ic Assistance Offices 34,823 4.27'?() 1,617 4.63% 
Disability SerY1CeS 544 0.07% 16 2.94% 
Armed Forces Offices 462 0.06% 23 4.98% 
State Ueslgnated Site", 1,.'3S9 0.17% 111 8.17% 
All other sources 280,979 34.:12')1,) 31,855 11.34% 
TOTAL 818,644 56,816 6.94% 135.953 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

MONTANA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 2tU81 61 10% 366 1.30% 
By mail 9,996 21.67% 142 1.42% 
Public Assistance Offices 3,201 6.95% 106 3.27'}u 
Disability services 327 0.71% 44 13.46'% 
Armed Forces Offices 41 0.09% 2 4.88% 
State Designated Sites 1,884 4.08% 65 3.45% 
All other sources 2.185 5.39% 316 13.92% 
TOTAL 46,124 1,070 2.32% 49,008 

NEBRASKA 
Motor Vehide Offices 114,287 45.77% 5,535 4.84% 
By mail 30,154 12.08% 861 2.R6% 
Public Assistance Offices 2.527 1.01% 344 13.61% 
Disability serVIces 668 0.27% 32 4.79% 
Armed Forces Offices 217 0.09% 55 25.:-35% 
State Designated Sites 57 0.02% - 0.00% 
All other sources 101,770 40.76% 802 0.79% 
TOTAL 249,680 7.629 3.06% 122,485 

NEVADA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 49,630 24.25% - 0.00% 
By mail 37,589 18.37% - 0.00% 
Public Assistance Offices 39,444 19.28% - 0.00% 
Disability services - 0.00°/0 - 0.00% 
Armed Forees Offices 28,268 13.81 % - 0.00% 
State Designated Sites - 0.00% - 0.00% 
All other sources 49,707 24.29% - 0.00% 
TOTAL 204,638 - 0.00% 163.031 

NEW HAMPSHIRE is exempt from the NVRA 

NEW JERSEY 
iv[otor Vehicle Offices 71.318 10 .. '36% 8,288 11.62% 
By mall 47 AO:3 6.89% 7,971 16.82% 
Publ ic Assistance Offices 11.811 1.69% 928 7.99% 
DisabIlity services 1,:344 0.20% 213 15.fli'i% 
Armed Forces Offices 1,327 0.19% 11 0.83% 
State DeSIgnated Sites 339,156 49.29% 31,513 9.29% 
All other sources 215.962 ,'31.38% 5,734 2.66% 
TOTAL 688.121 54,658 7.9·-1% 481.846 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Re(listration Applications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

NEWMEXlCO 
:'1ot.or Vehicle Offices 5.n1 3.02% 122 2.13'% 
By mail 69.889 36.87';0 9,471 13.55% 
Public Assistance Offices 3,719 1.96% 11 0.38% 
Disability serVlces 480 0.25% 4 0.8.'3% 
Armed Forces Offices 264 0.14% 4 1.52% 
St.ate Designated Sites 4,456 2.35% 20 0.15% 
All other sources 105,016 56.40% 24,637 23.46% 
TOTAL ] 89.555 :34,272 lS.08'J-{, 128,736 

J\EWYORK 
:"I.Jotor Vehicle Offices 738.044 28.48% 128,955 17,47% 
By mail 1,546.170 59.67Q/o - 0.00% 
Public Assistance Offices 164,924 6.36% ~-n .:154 19.01% 
Disability services 9,137 0.3:')% 1,068 11.69% 
Armed .Forces Offices 81 0.00% 4 1.94% 
State Designated Sites 26.169 1.01% 2.613 9.99% 
All other sources 106,fl85 4.11'YO 301,086 282.48% 
TOTAL 2,591,110 465.080 J 7.95?4, 1,140,922 

NORTH CAROLINA 
I\Jotor Vehicle Offices 4,'30,541 59.20% 11,R85 2.76% 
By mail 75,574 10.39% 16,044 21.23% 
Public Assistance Offices 23,781 3.27'10 21 0.09% 
DIsability services 2.557 0.35% 75 2.93% 
Armed Forces Offices 336 0.05'}" 19 5.65% 
State Designsted Sites 9,453 1.3O'J-{, 20:3 2.15% 
All other sourc[~s 184,989 25.44% 13.120 7.09% 
TOTAL 727,231 11..'367 5.69% 727.231 

NORTH DAKOTA is exempt from the NVUA 

OHIO 
Mot.or Vehicle Offices 1n4,59S ;1] .33% 39.396 8.67% 
By mail 284,:332 19.60% 37,441 13.17'YO 
Public Assistance Offices 24.391 1.68% 2 . .'304 9.45% 
Disability ~ervices 1.122 0.08'1" 144 12.8.'3% 
Armed Forces Office~ 24, 0.02% 45 18.22% 
State Dl'Slgnated Sites 100,911 6.96% '1,580 4.5-1% 
All other sources 68G.208 40.34% -13,126 7.37% 
TOTAL 1,4,50,809 127.036 8.76% 698,309 
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Table 2 • Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001.2002 
Number of Percent of NUmber of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

OKLAHOMA 
1Jotor Vehicle OffiCC5 135,417 25.78% 5.52 0.41% By mail 148,136 28.20% L088 0.73% 
Public Assistance Offices 9.633 1.83% 102 1.()6'}'; 
Disability services 89 0.02% 1 1.12% 
Armed Forces Offices 5 0.00% - 0.00% 
State Designated Sites 1,41:-3 0.27% 5 0.35% 
All other sources 2.'30,529 43.89% 1,779 0.77% 
TOTAL 525,2.52 .'3,527 O.G7% 244,103 

OREGON 
Motor Vehicle Offices 192,810 24.18% 13.169 6.83% 
By mail 267,930 .'33.60% 19,838 7.40% 
Public Assistance Offices 53,538 6.71% 4,914 9.18% 
Disability services 1.928 0.24% 702 ;)6.41 % 
Armed Forces Offices 0.00% 39 
State Designated Sites 2.010 0.25% 1,222 60.80% 
All other sources 279,081 35.00% 2,405 0.86% 
TOTAL 797,297 42,289 5.30'Y" 278,707 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Motor Vehlcle Offlces 61O,B79 63.06% 102,705 16.81% 
By mail 30~.rj04 ~6.27% 1] ,226 3.71% 
Public As;:;istance Offices 16,207 1.4] % 1,496 9.23% 
Disability services 1.640 0.14% 124 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 860 0.07% 76 8.84% 
State Designated Sites 7,922 0.69% 248 0.00% 
All other sources 211.334 18.36% 15,206 7.20% 
TOTAL 1,151.346 131.081 11.39% ],047,162 

RHODE ISLAND 
Motor Vehicle OfIices 18.907 18.59% 239 1.2fl% 
By mail 8,/41 8.59% 164 1.88% 
Public Assistance Offices 2,240 2.20% 28 1.25% 
Di;:;ability services 684 0.67% 3 0.44% 
Armed Forces Offices 0.00')1, - 0.00% 
State DeSIgnated Site", 0.00% - O.OO'}o 
All other source;:; 71.158 69.95% 573 0.81% 
TOTAL 101.730 1.007 0.99'?i, 48,632 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Aoolications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
:.viotor Vehicle Offices 11.'3,649 47.21 % O.()O% 
By mail 83,~J26 34.86% · a.oo'/O 
Pubhc Assistance Offices 16,253 6.75% · 0.00% 
Disability services 2,946 1.22% · 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 77 0.03% · 0.00% 
State Designated Sites . 0.00% · 0.00% 
All other sources 23,882 9.92% · 0.00% 
TOTAL 240,733 0.00% 241,087 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
1Jotor Vehicle Offices 4.755 3.86% 164 3.45% 
By mail 26,342 21.:-38% 554 2.10% 
Public Assistance Offices 9,020 7.32% 882 9.78% 
DisabIlity servIces 664 0 .. 54% 115 17.32% 
Armed Forces Offices 264 0.21% 19 7.20% 
State Designated Sites 3,021 2.45% 51 1.69% 
All other sources 19,147 64.24%, 6,801 8.59% 
TOTAL 123,21:3 8.586 6.97% 69,043 

TE~NESSEE 

l\lotor VehIcle Offices 158,151 25.86% 6,627 4.19'% 
By mail 2:~0,6:32 R7.71% 6,549 2.84% 
PublIc Assistance Offices 52,373 8.56% 2,450 4.68% 
DIsability services . 0.00% 0.00% 
Armed Forces Offices 1.446 0.24'% 49 3.39% 
State Designated Sites 24,264 3.97% 714 2.94% 
All other sources 144,682 23.66% 1,900 1.:31 % 
TOTAL 611,548 18,289 2.99% 412,384 

TEXAS 
Motor Vehicle Offices 2,530.120 58.30% 254,049 10.04% 
By mail 1,246.686 28.73% 69.4:19 5.57% 
Public Assistance Offices 97,611 2.25% 6,807 6,97% 
Disabihty serVIces 8,618 0.20% 542 6,29% 
Armed Forces Offices 7,211 0.17% 1,0:31 14.30% 
State DeSIgnated Sites 109,703 2.53% 6,359 5.80% 
All other sources ,'3,'39,931 7,83'% 23,113 6,80% 
TOTAL 4.:3:39,91:3 :361,::l40 8,3:3% 2,165,586 
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Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration ~lications 2001-2002 
Number of Percent of NUmber of Percent Total New 

UTAH 
Motor VehICle OfficGS 
By mall 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Deslgnated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

VERMONT 
Motor Vehicle Offices 

By mail 

Public Assistance Offices 
Disahility services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

VIRGINIA 
Motor Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offices 
Disal11lity services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

WASHINGTON 
I'vIator Vehicle Offices 
By mail 
Public Assistance Offiee" 
Disability services 
Armed Forces Offices 
State Designated Sites 
All other sources 
TOTAL 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

131,096 
54.664 

:=l,750 

.520 
315 

aO,493 
106,77:"'i 
,'330,61.'3 

3,·182 

;1,642 
14;-} 

3 
62 

626 
7.607 

15.565 

998,948 
111,6:=l,) 

15.R17 
1.048 

825 
6,083 

97,775 
1,232.029 

171,688 
192,187 

13.067 
1.57 
94 

660 
102,980 
480,833 
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40.56% 
16.5a% 

1.13% 
0.16% 
0.10% 
9.22% 

32.30% 

22.37% 

23.40% 

0.92% 
0.02% 
0.40% 
4.02% 

48.87% 

81.08% 
9.05% 
1.28% 
0.09% 
0.07% 
0.49% 
7.94% 

35.71% 
39.97% 

2.72% 
0.03% 
0.02% 
0.14% 

21.42% 

11,024 
2,992 

93 
31 
67 

611 
8,840 

2,'3,658 

689 

689 

138,279 
6,681 
1.836 

67 
55 

986 
4,505 

152,409 

12,029 
15,155 

613 

55 
33 

8,441 
36,333 

8.22% 
5.47% 
2.48% 
5.96% 

21.27% 
2.00% 
8.28% 
7.16% 

19.79% 

0.00% 
0.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

1.'3.84% 
,5.99% 

11.61 % 
6.39'N) 

6.67% 
16.21% 
4,61% 

12.37% 

7.01% 
7.89% 
1.69% 
4.46% 

58.51 % 

G.OO% 
8.20% 
7.56% 

147,655 

22,119 

792,923 

440,887 



Table 2 - Sources of Voter Registration Applications 2001-2002 
NUmber of Percent of Number of Percent Total New 

Applications Total Apps Duplicates Duplicates Registrations 

WEST VIRGINIA 
r .... Iotor Vehicle OfTices 0.00% - 0.00% 
By mml - 0.00% - 0.00% 
Public Assistance Offices - 0.00% - 0.1)0% 
Disability serVIces - 0.00% - o.oo~;) 
Armed Forces Offices - 0.00% - 0.00% 
State DesIgnated Sites 0.00% o.no% 
All other sources 0.00% 0.00% 
TOTAL - 0.00% Q.OO% 53,289 

WISCONSIN is exempt (rom the l,,'\fRA 

WYOMING is exempt from the NVRA 

UNITED STATES 
.:'I.Iotor Vehicle Offices 16,026,407 42.77% 1,468,602 9.16% 
By mail 10,357,284 27.64% 826,448 7.~J8% 
Public Assistance Offices 999,042 2.671}·o 74,885 7.E,O% 
DIsability services 92,R17 0.25% 7,1:24 7.72% 
Armed Forces Offices 54,024 0.14% 2,530 4.68% 
State Deslgnateo Sites 1,038,269 2.77% 6S.S85 6.(i3% 
All other sources 8,906.351 23.77% 827,850 9.:::0% 
TOTAL :'l7.473,694 3,276,324 8./'4% 19,703,912 
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TABLE 3 

DELETIONS FROM VOTER REGISTRATION LISTS 

2001-2002 

51 



Table 3 • Deletions from Voter ReQistration lists 2001 ·2002 
Number Number 

Number of Number of Deleted Deleted Number of Total 
Confirmation Responses from Active from Other Number 
Notices Sent Received Percent list Inactive list Deletions * Deleted 

ALABAMA 1.294,924 157.619 72,611 230.223 

ALASKA 81,582 37,778 46.S1'};' 

ARIZONA 2,952,748 564,748 19.13% 106,425 86,089 192,511 

ARKANSAS 51,623 28.751 80,374 

CALIFORNIA 1.508,358 .599,886 39.77"/" 674,:i95 691,7:=l6 87,168 1,456,299 

COLORADO 481,465 108,130 22.46% 158,704 159,209 317,943 

CONNECTICUT 331,362 IO:},507 31.24?{, 128,318 45,034 16,064 189,416 

DELAWARE 2.'3,209 12,272 52.88~i() 25,019 25,019 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ] 45,021 ,),371 2.32'7'i, 15,457 .'34,031 49,488 

FLORIDA 803,418 146,403 18.22% 979,763 979,763 

GEORGIA 836,158 74,430 8.90% 389,906 168,039 557,94';) 

HAWAII 55,1t10 9,479 17.18% - 20,B54 20,:351 

IDAHO !s exempt [rom the NVRA 

ILLINOIS 493,170 IBO,522 26.47% 167,382 588,099 2,829 708,310 

INDIANA 219,916 23 .. '360 10.62% 84,4:38 84,4:38 

IOWA 191,869 12.534 6.53% 130.151 82,B58 212.509 

KANSAS 204,197 68,90:~ 33.74% 134.156 134,156 

KENTUCKY 78,225 3.013 3.85%, 159,946 37,833 197,779 

LOUISIANA 368.718 76,1:=l2 20.65% 75,915 178,570 254,485 

MAINE 41,098 13,382 BO.35'J-{, 100,704 100,704 

MARYLAND 219,267 193,076 193,076 

MASSACHUSETTS ,129,072 30,611 7.13% 310,907 289,547 600,454 

MICHIGAN 192,718 31..'373 16.28% 638,048 638,048 

MINNESOTA is exempt [rom Ihe NVRA -
MISSISSIPPI 210,56:3 84,730 40.24% 114,264 144,264 

MISSOUHI 461,245 215,599 16.74'Yb 294,636 93,226 387,862 

MONTANA 81,696 16,719 20.46% 13,386 :2.7 ,592 40,978 

NEBRASKA 83,215 37,515 45.07% 121,158 124,158 

NEVADA 122,927 15,401 12.53% 130,067 38,581 168,648 

NEW HAMPSHIRE is exempt [rum the fl"l/RA -
NEW JERSEY ··176.4fi2 127,436 26.75%, 196,,330 188,118 43,539 427,987 

NEWMEXICO 91,969 23,525 25.58% 47,938 56,057 103,995 

NEW YORK 1,138,392 484,494 42.56% 1,105,195 1,105,195 

NORTH CAROLINA 494,125 139,998 28.32%, 335,628 229,919 565.547 

NORTH DAKOTA is exempt [rom the NvRA 

OHIO 1,021.102 287.345 28.14% 1,187,524 1,187,524 
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Table 3 - Deletions from Voter Registration Lists 2001-2002 
Number Number 

Number of Number of Deleted Deleted Number of Total 
Confirmation Responses from Active from Other Number 
Notices Sent Received Percent List Inactive list Deletions * Deleted 

OKLAHOMA 300,300 36,746 12.24% 111,512 296,441 407,953 

OREGON 291,682 84,404 28.94% 97,281 115,634 212,915 

PENNSYLVANIA 875,013 82.973 9,48% :=lIG,8D2 208,37:3 525,175 

RHODE ISLAND 18,813 3,507 18.64% 50,952 50,952 

SOUTH CAROLINA -113,792 243,819 58.92% 176,721 176,721 

SOUTH DAKOTA 52,718 3,280 6.22% 36,137 18,874 55,011 

TENNESSEE 299,202 79,88:3 26.5:3% 223,049 1:35,295 358,344 

TEXAS 1,8:=10,165 292.868 16.00% 467,116 377,1,33 844,248 

UTAH :174,OR6 29,658 7.93% 62,559 62,559 

VERMONT 19,615 4,014 20.77% 21,465 21,465 

VIRGINIA 432,494 14,273 3.:30% 304.590 113,784 418,374 

WASHINGTO;\f 367.962 108.045 29.36% 245.044 92,97:i 338,017 

WEST VIRGINIA 127,662 42,02Fi 32.92'YO 33,444 25,302 58,746 

WISCONSIN LS exempt from the NVRA 

WYOMING is exempt from the Nt-TRA 

UNITED STATES 20.570,205 4.507.651 21.91% 8,549,405 4,526,562 1.933,968 15,009,93,') 

* Number deleted that does not distinguish between active and inactive deletions 
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Table 4 - Comj:!leteness of Numerical Data R~orted 2001-2002 

ALABAMA 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

HAWAII 

Data are incomplete because, though all counties reported data durmg the 
covered time period, not all counties reported all of their data for the 
covered time period. 

Data are complete 

Dab are complete 

Data are mcomplcte because there is no automated process provided to the 
counties to obtain data on confirmation notices and re::;ponses. 
WhIle all countIes report.ed, several countles mtegrated new voter 
registration systems and in some cases are unable to ext.ract all the 
requested information for specific timeframes. Also, some systems do not 
allow retriQval of specific information, such as the source of duplicated 
registrations. Some counties have not tracked the number of deletions and 
some systems will nut allow for the retrieval of the requested information. 

Data are complete 

Data are incomplete because the tmvn of Shelton. err did not respond to 
\vritten request or follow·up telephone calls. 

Data are complete 

Data are complete 

Data arc complete 

Data are complete 

Data are complete 
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Table 4 - Completeness of Numerical Data Reported 2001-2002 

IDAHO 

ILLINOIS 

INDIAKA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

is exempt (rom the NVR4. 

Data arc incomplete because Washlllgton County experienced severe 
problems with running the report. GVS is the vendor and at the tUlle of 
thlS report, they were still workmg on the problem. 

Data are incomplete because Benton County and Umon County, Indiana, 

reported total numbers of voter reglstration applications processed, but due 
to computer software problems were unable to retrieve data to report the 
numbers of applications receIVed from each type of voter registration 
agency or othE!f source. 

Data are complete 

Data are complete 

Data are complete 

Data are incomplete because the statewlde computer system counts all 
changes made t.o a record regardless of the reason or source_ At this time 

the system cannot distingUlsh between active and mactIve voters one they 
have heen cancelled due to other various reasons. 

Data are incomplete because two of the 519 jurisdictions, Bnghton Twp. 
and Connon Twp., failed to report their data. The Municipal Registrars arc 
unable to identify duplicate registrations from specific sources because. 
except for D1-1Vs, the same StHte form is used for all registration venues in 
order to protect the confident.lality of apphcant.s \\'ho receIve some form of 

assist.ance. The State does not ask muniCIpalities to distinguish between 
"active list" and "inactive hst" deletions. 

Data are incomplete because the local election boards in Maryland do not. 
report deletions or removals from the "Act.ive" or "Inactive" rolls. Thp dat.a 
IS SImply reponed as a deletion on the monthly voter registration activity 
report. 

Data arc Il1complete because the system used for processing voter 
registratlOns from motor vehicle offices does not specify the number of 
duphc~Hes. The State did not recelve voter registrabon informatIOn from 

MASSACHUSETTS Armed Forces recruiting offices_ 
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Table 4 - Comoleteness of Numerical Data Reoorted 2001-2002 

MICHIGAN 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

Data are incomplete because 567 of the 1,514 junsdictions dId not report 
informHtJon. 

is exempt from the NVRA. 

Data arc incomplete because 81 of 82 counties provided either incomplete 
data or none at all. 

Data are complete 
Data are incomplete because 4 of the 56 counties dld not report. A number 
of the counties mdicated that they could not find the data requested. Some 
Jurisdictions that reported indicated that their numbers were incomplete, 
generally due to turnover in office personnel. 

Data are complete 
Vata are mcomplete because one at the lb JUrls(!Jctlons, bureka l,ounty, 
was unable to report data as all voter registration records were seized from 
their office by the Federal Bureau ofInvcstigation on November 18. 2002. 
As of rvIarch 28, 2003. those records had not been returned to the County 
Clerk's office. Due to software problems, thirteen jurisdictlOns were unable 
to report the numbers of new valid registrations, the number of responses 

NEVADA received by mail and t he number of registrants deleted from the list. 

NEW HAlvlPSH1RE is exempt from the NVRA. 

NEW.JERSEY Data are complete 

~EW MEXICO Data arc complet.e 

NEW YORK Data arc complete 

NORTH CAROLINA Data are complete 
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Table 4 - Completeness of Numerical Data Reported 2001-2002 

NORTH DAKOTA is exempt (rom the NVR.4. 

OHIO Data are complete 

OKLAHOMA Data are complete 
Vata are Incomplete because one ot the lU JunsdlctlOlls dld not report data. 
The State cited a differem:e in procedures for being unable to process 
mformation ayailable from the Armed Forces recruiting offices. Also, the 
number of new registrations hst.ed in question #5 is based Oil Oregon's 
"sweeps week" surveys from each county - 4 weeks spaced out over the year 

OREGO~ . and the total is extrapolated from these figures. 

PENNSYLVANIA Duta are complete 

Data are mcomplete hecause one Jurisdiction did not submit a report for 
RHODE ISLA~D each month as required by the State of Rhode Island. 

SOUTH CAROLINA Data :-lre complete 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TE~KESSEE 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

Data are Incomplete because all jurisdicl ions reported but some were 
mismng one or more of the requeswd data elements. 

Data are complete 

Data are incomplete because 4 of 254 jurisdictions consistently fail to 
report. The total voter registration for these counties .is less than 1 percent 
of the total regIstered voters of the state. 
lJata are lIlcomplete because several countIes have expenenced techmcal 
difficulties transmitting the data to the state. A few others converted to 
ne\\' systems and were unable to input data due to training issues. In 
addition. only eight counties in the state report acbve voters and the 
remainmg 21 counties do not dIstinguish between active and inactive 
voters. Therefore, the number of active voters is skewed. 

Data are incomplet.e because 105 of the 246 jurisdictions did not submit 
information survey by the required date. 
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VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

Data are complete 

Data are complete. (~ote: The "duplicates" data provided for public 
aSslstance agencies, agencies serving persons with disabilitie;:;, and other 
agencu,s designated by the State arc computed by percentage of total 
applications.) 

Data are incomplete because voter registrHtion totals \vere not separated by 
active and inactive voters for reporting purposes. Due to data conversion 
issues, acrurate application totals frum each agency was not availahle. The 
State has 5.5 counties and ali5S arc included in the total registration 
figures. However, some counties did not report the numbers of new valid 
reg-lstrations. the number of responses reccl\Ted by mail and the number of 
registrants deleted from the list. 

lS exempt (rom the tv'VRA. 

is exempt (rom the Nll.RA. 
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