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PEVL versus Per Election
▪ Any active, registered voter can request to receive a ballot by 
mail for any election they are eligible for.
– By phone
– Online
– In writing

▪ The majority of voters prefer to make a single request to be on 
the Permanent Early Voting List (PEVL)

▪ For this presentation both methods are lumped together 
unless otherwise specified.



How do voters get on PEVL?  
What are the requirements?

Signing Up



Important Note:
▪ It is important to remember that the PEVL should be for votes who truly want to 
vote by mail.

▪ It is not in the voter’s best interest to get them on PEVL if they really plan to vote 
at the polls or have no intention to vote in all the elections that they are eligible 
for.

▪ PEVL is not the voter’s only option, it is just the best one if the voter plans to vote 
early.



PEVL Requirements (A.R.S. §§16-544)

▪ Written request to have the voter’s name be added to the 
Permanent Early Voting List

▪ PEVL request must also include:
– Voter’s name
– Voter’s residential address
– Voter’s mailing address within the state
– Voter’s date of birth
– Voter’s signature

Voters can 
request a ballot 
verbally for a 
single election



Online Verification
▪ Voters can check their PEVL status online or 
by calling the voter information number (602-
506-1511).

▪ The PEVL form created by MCED is printable 
from our website; voters can fill it out, print it, 
sign it & mail it in.



Online Verification
▪ In order to check PEVL status the voter 
provides personal information:



Online Verification
▪ If found, the voter gets this notification:

▪ If they are NOT found, then this is what the voter receives:



Online Verification
▪ The voter can then read exactly what being 
on the PEVL entails—timelines, deadlines, 
etc.

▪ The form can be selected, completed online 
(which helps with legibility), printed, signed 
and mailed in.



Online Verification

The official PEVL form can be used to update 
the voter’s address if they have moved. Form defaults to English, 

applicant simply clicks on 
other language to change.



Voter Registration
▪ As we have discussed previously, most voters are now signing 
up at the time they register to vote or when modifying their 
existing registrations.

▪ This is done by checking the box on the registration form or by 
doing so online.

▪ Modifications to the online request language is still being 
finalized and will then be precleared with Justice.



Changes While on PEVL
▪ PEVL voters who modify their registrations when they move, 
change names, change parties, etc. do not have to sign up for 
PEVL again—their PEVL status follows them.

▪ HOWEVER, if the voter DOES NOT update their information 
when they move the ballot is NON-FORWARDABLE so is 
returned to MCED and it begins the NVRA process.

▪ Voters can come off of PEVL at any time with a written, signed 
request.



NVRA Process Reminder:
▪ When mail is returned to MCED by USPS with notification that 
the voter has moved a second confirmation mailing is sent to 
the voter.

▪ If that second mailing is also returned as undeliverable the 
voter is moved to inactive status and the PEVL removed.

▪ The voter remains on inactive status through 2 Federal 
Election cycles.

▪ If they do not vote in ANY election in that time, nor contact 
MCED with their new information, then their registration is 
cancelled.

▪ If THEY DO vote, or update their information, then they are 
moved back to active status.

▪ Inactive voters are noted with an IA in the Signature Roster at 
the polls.



Notifications & 
Tracking



90 Day Notice
▪ 90 days before Election Day 
PEVL voters are sent a notice 
which serves multiple purposes:
– It is an address verification mailing 
to ensure the voter is still at the 
same residence prior to mailing out 
a live ballot.

– It sets voter expectation of the 
process.

– It allows the voter to change mailing 
location, remove themselves from 
PEVL, opt to go to the polls for that 
election, select a party for the 
Primary if they are unaffiliated.

Notice the 
Official Election 

Mail logo



90 Day Notice

▪ PEVL voters can decide 
they want to go to the polls 
to vote for a particular 
election (and not vote a 
provisional) if they return 
the 90 Day notification card 
no later than 45 days 
before Election Day.



90 Day Notice
Voters only return the card if 
they DO NOT want the ballot 

or have a change



Tracking
▪ MCED tracks the source code of where the voter’s 
PEVL request came from as well as the date that it 
was received (and even who dropped off the batch 
of forms at our office— more on that in a minute)

▪ When a voter returns the 90 Day notice that they 
wish to opt out, that is also tracked:
– For the General we had 1,681 voters opt out…



Tracking
▪ The processing of the request is also tracked through the printing and 
mailing stages:

▪ As well as upon its return and throughout the signature verification process:

The number of ballots 
issued is also captured 
& tracked (limit 3):



Tracking
▪ Voters can make mistakes on the ballot.

▪ Voters may not receive their ballot (for a 
variety of reasons).

▪ Voters can change their mind after 
marking their ballot before sending it in.

▪ This is why voters can be issued more 
than one ballot (just like at the polls).

▪ They CANNOT send back more than one 
and have multiple ballots counted.

The voter’s 
information is 
printed on the 

return 
envelope 
including a 
barcode that 
also relates to 

the ballot 
issue#



Tracking

▪ 51,461 ballots were returned by the USPS as undeliverable. (Many of these 
were voters who went to the polls and voted provisionally and are in the “New 
Residence” provisional category.)

▪ 53,308 EV ballots were spoiled &/or replaced in the 2012 General Election.
▪ Voters can contact us up until 11 days prior to rectify if they do not receive 
the ballot they are expecting.



Going to the Polls



Signature Roster 
▪ Voters who have requested an early 
ballot are marked in the Signature 
Roster with an “X” next to their name and 
the signature block filled.

▪ Boardworkers do not know if the voter 
has returned a voted ballot or not, or 
how many ballots a voter may have 
received.

▪ PEVL voters are designated with a pre-
printed X.

▪ Anyone requesting to be added to PEVL 
after the roster file goes to print, an early 
ballot by mail for that election, or who 
vote at an EV site will be marked by the 
boardworkers at their set-up meeting.



Election Day Ballot Drop-off of Early Ballots

▪ In the General Review we discussed 
that more than 170,000 voters 
dropped their early ballot at the polls 
on Election Day.

▪ Voters can drop their ballot off at ANY
polling place in the County, they don’t 
have to stand in line, nor do they have 
to sign in or show ID.



For the full presentation visit the 2012 Archival page of the 
Community Network portion of the website.

Review of the Review



Review of the 
Review
Lets briefly take a look back at 
the over view information 
discussed at the end of 
November in the General 
Review meeting.



69%
Of votes cast were cast early, 
the majority of those the voter 
got delivered by mail.



Review of the 
Review
We saw fewer voters utilizing the  
in-person Early Voting Sites than in 
previous Presidential Elections.

12,558 Voters 
from October 11th to November 2nd.

Some states have shortened their 
early voting periods in person to 
just the last 2 weeks.



Review of the 
Review
We mailed out over a million ballots 
on the first day of Early Voting—
more than we have in any other 
election.



Review of the 
Review

Our rate of return rebounded some 
from the midterm elections of 2010 
low of 77% to a rate of almost 85%.

202,318 more voters voted by mail:
763,887 in 2008 
compared to 

966,205 in 2012



Review of the Review



Review of the 
Review



Permanent Early Voting List

PEVL



PEVL Totals

1 2

3



PEVL Totals
▪ Totals are 
updated in real 
time as voters 
are added and 
removed.



All EV Voters 
Voted
Not Returned
Undeliverable
Polls76%

11%

9%



PEVL Voters 
Voted
Not Returned
Undeliverable
Polls78% Being on PEVL increased the 

efficacy of the voter to vote a 
successful ballot, but also 
increased the likelihood it 
would not be voted by 2%

12%

8%



PEVL Disposition Codes

▪ Undeliverable: Ballot returned by USPS

▪ Polls: Voter went to the polls to vote

▪ Sent: Ballot mailed to voter, not returned

▪ Voted: Voter voted the ballot mailed to them



Sources of PEVL 
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MCED solicitation of PEVL garnered the 
most successful votes cast at 91%
followed by a voter’s written request and 
their selection online.

The poorest performer were those who had 
the box checked on the VR form…

PEVL Voter Status and Source of Requests for General 2012

These are some of the largest 
categories of PEVL requests. 

Note: we did not have a specific Rep Party card utilized.



Sources of PEVL 
Countywide0%
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PEVL Voter Status and Source of Requests for General 2012



Online
Although the online PEVL 
requests had a high number 
of voters who did not vote 
their ballot, many of the 
voters DID—64%.  
With the improvements to 
the webpage’s description of 
the voter’s options (PEVL vs. 
PP) this number should get 
even better.

Voted
Sent
Polls
Undeliverable

64%19%

14%



Registration 
Form

Voted
Sent
Polls
Undeliverable

58%
• Highest % of Undeliverable
• Highest % of Sent & not returned
• Second highest % voters went to Polls
• Lowest % of Returned voted

12%

26%

4%



VR Forms with PEVL: # by Year
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this year (since it was added to the form after 
the last presidential election cycle). There were 

more than 14,000 sent and not voted.



VR Forms with PEVL: % by Year
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Batches
When forms, VR &/or PEVL, are 
received at one of our three 
offices we track who dropped 
them off and who they 
represent.
If issues later arise we know 
who to contact.



METHODOLOGY
▪ Currently all of the information from the 

completed forms is keyed into the system 
free form.

▪ This results in a number of challenges:
– Sometimes the organization was listed, and 
thus keyed, first

– Sometimes the individual dropping off the 
batch was listed, and thus keyed, first

– Abbreviations were inconsistently used so 
state or county affiliated groups were, at 
times, listed in more than a dozen ways…

The system is being 
modified so that 
groups will be 

selected by staff 
from a drop-down 
menu  to eliminate 
the multiple listings



METHODOLOGY

▪ The 77,000+ voter registration forms which had 
PEVL request box marked were then reviewed to 
create uniform titles for the groups dropping off 
the most forms.

▪ Then the individual’s names were reviewed to 
attempt to tie them to a group.

▪ Then the addresses were reviewed for 
additional consolidation.

▪ Many times it is the same people at the same 
address, but operating under multiple 
organizational names over time (and, 
sometimes, at the same time). 

Given those confines, lets look at 
some of the groups who turned in 
the most & those who were the top, 
and the lowest performers (in terms 
of having voters who successfully 
voted by mail as selected on the 
form…)



Grouping
▪ Political parties were grouped into 

Democrats and Republicans irrespective of 
whether it was state or county.

▪ The batches dropped off by family members 
or friends not associated with a group were 
simply consolidated into “Individuals”.

▪ Church groups were also consolidated.

▪ Petition gatherers were all put in one 
category as well.

▪ Both sides of the aisle had groups that were 
consolidated as well based on addresses 
and individuals.

When groups had the same 
people dropping off forms 
and putting the same 
address(es) down, I 
consolidated them into the 
largest batch name to focus 
on core characteristics.



Grouping

▪ There was some concern raised in the 
meeting regarding how organizations were 
being grouped together.

▪ The data was revisited and websites 
reviewed.

▪ Changes were made to which groups were 
included and the overall name changed to 
reflect that it was a consolidation of 
organizations, not just a single PAC.



Hispanic CBO
▪ Shared address(es) and volunteers with:
– Promise Arizona
– Promise Arizona in Action
– Paz Arizona
– Paz in Action
– Campaign for Arizona’s Future
– Adios Arpaio
– Citizens for Better Arizona
– Moving Mesa Forward
– Moving Arizona Forward

Were all grouped into Hispanic Community Based 
Organizations (CBO)

Again, consolidation was based 
on names of the people 
dropping off the forms and the 
addresses listed.

CASE-Central Arizonans for a 
Sustainable Economy were removed 
from the list.  Staff dropping off 

only did so for CASE (and no other 
organization) although there was a 

common address.



Grouping
This was done for shared 
addresses & the same staff 
dropping off forms given the 
information provided by the 
individual when the forms were 
turned in to us.



Website reviews substantiate the groupings:



Along with Website Content:

▪ These are all grouped in as



Voter Outreach 
of America

▪ On the other side of the aisle, consolidation 
was also done.

▪ Shared address(es) and volunteers with:
– Voter Outreach of America
– Lincoln Strategy Group
– America Campaign

Were all grouped into Voter Outreach of 
America.

Again, consolidation was based 
on names of the people 
dropping off the forms and the 
addresses listed.
This group did not turn in that 
many forms, less than 100.



VR form 
sources-batch 
info

Lets review the groups who 
turned in the most forms to 
see how effective their 
campaigns were…
The following groups all 
turned in more than 1,000 
forms with PEVL checked off, 
one far more than any other.



VR Form Sources with PEVL: Total Numbers
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After modifying the 
composition of the group 
the overall #s dropped.



VR Forms with PEVL: %
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The Republican 
Party turned in 

831 but are shown 
here by %

After modifying the 
composition of the group 
the % did not change.



VR Forms with PEVL: %
(Same Data, Different View)
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PEVL voters who did not vote in 
either the Primary or General 2012

90,464



Maricopa County, AZ

UOCAVA:
Military & Overseas



UOCAVA Requests & Returns in Past General Elections
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UOCAVA % Returns in Past General Elections
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but still below 
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County average



UOCAVA

▪ Types of UOCAVA Voter:
– MIL Domestic Military 
– OSM Overseas Military
– OSC Overseas Citizen (Indefinitely)
– OSE Overseas Employee (Temporarily)

▪ Ballot delivery methods to the voter:
– Traditional mail service
– Email  
– FWAB (Federal Write-in Absentee Ballot)

The Uniform Overseas Citizens 
Absentee Voting Act is Federal 
Law that seeks to overcome 
the obstacles that voters may 
face based on their active 
military status or geographic 
challenges when out of the 
country during an election.



Cast Ballots by 
TypeMail

Email
FWAB Most UOCAVA Voters opt for 

electronic transmittal of their 
ballot and voting materials.

61%

38%



% Voted Return Rate by Type of UOCAVA Ballot
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In 2012 we 
received 204--a 
much higher 
number of 

FWABs (we had 
0 in 2010) than 
previously.  

In part this was 
due to FVAP 

having the FPCA 
& FWAB next to 
each other on 
their website & 
many voters did 

both.



% Sent, Never to be Returned by Type of UOCAVA Ballot

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100

Mail Email FWAB

56%
44%

>1%



% Returned Undeliverable by Type of UOCAVA Ballot
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Email:
Total Ballots SentMilitary

OS Military
OS Citizen
OS Employee

46% of the ballots that were sent via email 
went to military voters, with the largest portion 
those we had designated as still being 
stateside.
HOWEVER, it is important to recognize that 
they very well may have been deployed 
overseas and we were not notified.  This was 
inconsequential because we were emailing 
them their ballot—a traditional ballot would  
not have reached them in that situation.

32%29%

25% 14%



Total UOCAVA Ballots by Voter Type
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Total UOCAVA Ballots by Voter Type 
(Same Data, Different Format)
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Overseas 
military email 
were the ones 
that had the 
highest % of 
unvoted ballots

Domestic 
military had the 
highest rate of 
success with 
standard mail 
ballots (as you 
would expect).



Domestic 
Military
Mail Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

60% Voted

29% of the ballots mailed out 
were not voted nor returned to 
us.

10% were returned as 
undeliverable



Domestic 
Military
Email Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

68% Voted

30% of the ballots emailed out 
were not voted nor returned to us.



Overseas Military
Mail Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

50% Voted

29% of the ballots mailed out were 
not voted nor returned to us.

17% were returned as undeliverable



Overseas Military
Email Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

61% Voted

35% of the ballots emailed out 
were not voted nor returned to us.



Overseas Civilian
Mail Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

42% Voted

54% of the ballots mailed out were 
not voted nor returned to us.

2% were returned as undeliverable



Overseas Civilian
Email Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

85% Voted

14% of the ballots emailed out 
were not voted nor returned to us.



Overseas Employee
Mail Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

52% Voted

42% of the ballots mailed out were 
not voted nor returned to us.

2% were returned as undeliverable



Overseas Employee
Email Ballots

Voted
Sent, Not Ret
Undeliverable
Went to Polls

76% Voted

22% of the ballots emailed out 
were not voted nor returned to us.



Hispanic Surname



Review

▪ As we discussed right after the General, there was 
an increase in voting participation by Hispanic 
surname voters even though overall turnout was 
down.

▪ Almost twice as many voted early than did in 2008.

▪ There was still a large number of voters who did not 
vote the ballot mailed to them.



% Return of Hispanic Surname Ballots by Mail
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Although the 
numbers were up, 

the percent 
returned still lower 
than pre-PEVL



Methodology

▪ In order to run the surname analysis on the 
file, it was run against the current voter 
registration list and then captures all the 
voting history.

▪ This means that anyone who cancelled their 
registration between the election and 
January 15th when the analysis was run is 
not included.



% of Early Ballots Mailed That Were Returned
▪ Be sure to note the gradient percentages as they will change 
depending on the map.



% of Ballots 
Returned





Returned Early Ballots as a % of Surname Registration

▪ You’ll note that the ranges are much lower for this due to the 
greater universe of voters:



% of Registered 
Surnames Who 
Voted By Mail





Election Day % Turnout of Registration vs. Early % Turnout of Registration 

We surmised when discussing the Election Day participation 
that the density of turnout would shift with the EV review—
that did happen. Note the % spans:



Native American 
Precincts



Maricopa County 
Contains 4 
Native 
Communities



Voting 
Precincts

▪ Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation
– Fort McDowell Precinct

▪ Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community
– Honda Precinct 

▪ Gila River Indian Community
– Komatke Precinct
– Pee Posh Precinct
– Lone Butte Precinct

▪ Tohono O’odham Nation
– Hickiwan Precinct
– San Lucy Precinct



A higher percentage of 
voters go to the polls 
than vote by mail in 
Native precincts, 
although Honda is 
getting closer to the 
County averageElection Day

Early64%

36%



PEVL Voters in 
Native 
American 
Precincts

Voted
Not Returned
Undeliverable
Polls57%27%

13%



Sources of 
PEVL in Native 
Precincts
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39%

MCED solicitation of PEVL garnered the 
most successful votes cast at 83%.

VR forms saw barely more than 1 in 4 
returned.

83%
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% of Successful 
PEVL Ballots Cast by 
Source of Request
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The mailers from MCED were the most 
successful in Native precincts including the 
card that can be detached from the Voter ID 
card mailer (this method is more effective in 
Native precincts than the County overall).

Online and the VR Form were the worst 
performers.

Overall the averages of ballots being 
successfully returned were lower than the 
county average.



Where did the forms 
come from?
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“Others” were composed of petition 
gathering groups and a few of the 
NVRA agencies.

VR Forms by the Numbers



Where did the forms 
come from?
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Forms turned in for voters 
registered in a Native American 
voting precinct by the group turning 
them in with percentages of how 
the PEVL was used.

Undeliverables were almost 
exclusively from petition gatherers.



Where did the forms 
come from?
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% of Polling Place 
PEVL Ballots Cast by 
Source of Request
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We quickly see that the percentage of 
voters who were on PEVL but went to the 
polls on Election Day in the Native Precinct 
exceeded the county average for all 
sources of PEVL requests.

In our discussion of provisional ballots last 
month we did not look at the Native 
American precincts, so lets do so now.



Total Provisional Ballots In Native American Precincts
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% of Provisionals Cast by PEVL Voters: Less impactful than average
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Honda Precinct Provisionals Cast by PEVL Voters
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Too Late to Print
ID Address
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Of the 77, 
75 of the 

provisionals 
were 

counted
97%



Composition of Provisionals Within Demographic
▪ In the provisional review last month we looked at Hispanic 
Surname & non-Hispanic Surname.

▪ Those categories include voters living in the tribal precincts.

▪ Because tribal precincts are finite regions we can compare the 
provisionals cast there versus the other two categories—but 
need to remember that this designation contains members of 
both other name categories.



Comparison of % of Provisionals By Type: Counted
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ID address was more an 
issue for Native Voters 

than others.

Not returning EV was below other groups by almost 15%
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This is a DRAMATIC difference from the other 
groups, 75% come from Honda & Pee Posh

Comparison of % of Provisionals By Type: Counted

Not having an ID was 
evenly distributed among 

all voters. 



Incomplete Forms
▪ 25 total forms
▪ San Lucy: 
– 100% had PO Boxes as the residential address

▪ Honda:
– 88% had PO Boxes as the residential address
– 12% voter failed to sign (1 voter)

▪ Komatke:
– 58% had PO Boxes as the residential address
– 42% had address coding issues

Number of Incomplete Forms

San Lucy
Honda
Komatke



What counted?  What didn’t, & why?

Disposition



Disposition
▪ Not all ballots returned are counted:

▪ Some are missing a signature for verification.

▪ Some are returned after the 7 PM Election Day deadline.

▪ Some signatures do not match any of the signatures of record 
for the voter.



Early Ballot Dispositions

Voted
Late
No Sig
Bad Sig

99.1%



UOCAVA Ballot Dispositions

Voted
Late
Bad Sig

99.4%Higher % Counted than the 
overall County

But almost twice the % were still late, .5% vs. .3%

There were 
none 

missing a 
signature



EV Dispositions
▪ The canvass of the election contains the 
disposition codes of all the EVs by precinct.

▪ 65% of the precincts had at least one bad 
signature with the range being 1-9 in a precinct:
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Bad Signatures: Majority on PEVL

PEVL
EV



Bad Signature by Decade of DOB & Source
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Consistency in signature and quality 
of the online capture impacts 

younger voters more



Bad Signature by Decade of DOB & Source as %
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Bad Signatures: Year of PEVL Request
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General Review
▪ The disposition of the 
various ballots was 
also discussed in the 
General Review from 
November 2012.

We’ll look at the alternative 
formats in the March 27th

meeting on voter accessibility & 
assistance.



Duplication
▪ Optical scan voting equipment is programmed to look for 
marks in a specified area and allocate that mark for the 
appropriate candidate.

▪ When voters do not make their selection by completing the 
arrow to point to their choice the equipment may not read 
their intent.

▪ These ballots are kicked out at the polls as blank ballots and 
the voter can opt to take the ballot and mark it appropriately.



Duplication
▪ The rise in early voting increases the duplication volume.

▪ Early ballots that have reading issues are reviewed by a 
bipartisan “snag” board.

▪ Those which need to be duplicated are then sent to a 
bipartisan dup board so that they can be remade and 
tabulated.

▪ As we mentioned in November, it takes time to ensure that 
every eligible vote is counted.



TAKE-AWAYS



Turnout in General Elections
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Although more and more 
voters are opting to vote 
early, it doesn’t appear 
to have had a direct 
impact on overall turnout 
percentage in general 
elections (but it DOES in 
local elections).



▪ We cannot know, however, if the voters who voted by mail 
would have gone to the polls and voted? Or otherwise, not 
voted?

▪ Would we have seen lines like were common elsewhere? 
▪ Would that have dissuaded voters from voting?



▪ What we can directly correlate is the rise in PEVL 
and the direct increase in:
– # of ballots sent and not voted (thus a lower % return)
– # of provisional ballots
– # ballots duplicated

▪ We also know that the performance of the online 
request & the paper forms turned in by groups is 
lacking.  We can improve this by:
– New language on the online request screen
– Groups doing GOTV educate the voter on PEVL when the 
voter signs up for PEVL

– Ensuring that the box is not checked without the voter’s 
knowledge as this does not benefit the voter!

Online & Voter 
Reg Form PEVL

Sent, Not 
Voted

Provisionals

In both cases:
“DO YOU WANT TO VOTE BY MAIL OR 
AT THE POLLS ON ELECITON DAY?”



How do we best partner to communicate:
▪ Improvements:
– Ensuring voters know what the PEVL is—
list of voters who want to vote by mail in 
every election they are eligible for.

– Increase number of OTH voters who 
specify a party ballot in the Primary

– Setting the right expectation if an EV isn’t 
voted & voter goes to the polls = 
provisional ballot

– Voter education on the 90 day notice so 
that voters better understand that being 
on the PEVL &/or voting a standard ballot 
at the polls is IN THEIR CONTROL!



Complication: USPS Future?
▪ USPS is currently undergoing 
optimization/rationalization of their 
processing plants.

▪ In Arizona the Tucson plant will be 
re-routed to Phoenix leaving it as the 
only plant in the state.



Complication: USPS Future? ▪ USPS has announced a 5 day delivery 
schedule.

▪ At the recent Mailers Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting it was further 
announced that the blue boxes would not 
be picked up over the weekends either.

▪ This could be impactful the weekend 
before Election Day in jurisdictions in the 
state where the ballot will now have to 
travel a greater distance before the final 
destination at the elections department. 
(Not as dramatic in Maricopa.)

▪ There is House legislation to require 6 day



USPS & Use of Technology
▪ The post office recently implemented the 
Intelligent Mail Barcode (IMB) with 
enhanced tracking abilities (we formerly 
used the planet code for tracking).

▪ They are now using GIS updating in real 
time for mailbox delivery of IMB mail 
(previously was uploaded to central system 
at end of day and thus, delayed).

▪ This has the ability to trigger emails to 
voters that their ballot has mailed, has 
been delivered, etc.



On an entirely different note:

▪ The front lobby at MCTEC will be undergoing 
renovation beginning the second week of 
March.

▪ We anticipate completion by May 1st.
▪ Public access still available at the Mesa 
office (which has plenty of parking).

▪ This project will:
– Increase the number of public computer terminals 
from 10 to 20.

– Allow for media space on election night as we will 
no longer be doing the convention center event. 




