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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For more than 150 years most Hoosiers have cast their ballots on Election Day the same way. Those
registered to vote travel to their precincts, which vary in number of voters assigned from a handful to
several hundred people, sign in and cast their ballot. The technology utilized for marking the ballot and
counting it has changed over the years, but the fundamental process for organizing where Hoosiers
must cast them has not.

The Indiana General Assembly in 2006 enacted legislation that may change that. Public Law 164-
20086, Sec. 119 permitted the establishment of pilot vote centers. The Secretary of State designated
three counties, Tippecanoe, Cass and Wayne, that established centers that aliowed voters from any
precinct to vote at common locations in the county.

First, an important distinction: Vote centers operate only on Election Day and should not be confused
with satellite absentee voting offices. Satellite absentee voting offices allow voters to cast absentee
ballots at central locations established by the county election board before Election Day, whether at
the county courthouse or elsewhere, Often the vote center location js utilized for absentee voting prior
to Election Day, but on these days it functions as a satellite absentee voting office. This study analyzes
the value of vote centers on Election Day.

This study, sponsored by the Indiana Secretary of State, seeks to understand the fiscal impact of vote
centers in their pilot counties. A fiscal model was developed to identify possible cost savings
associated with vote centers and to estimate the fiscal impact of those centers in each county. A
previous study, “Assessing and Evaluating indiana Vote Centers: the Development of a National
Model,” published by the Bowen Center for Public Affairs at Ball State University, March 2009, studied
the implementation and administration of the pilot vote centers in Indiana,

The model in the IFPI study was developed from data provided by the Indiana Secretary of State’s
office. Several other information sources affected development of the model. These include the
Bowen Center study, interviews with several county clerks and their staff directly involved in election
administration, and vendors of election equipment such as voting machines,

This model estimates the Election Day costs in five critical categories: poll workers’ pay, poll workers’
meals, poll workers' training, equipment transportation and poll-book printing. These categories
represent the typical and significant costs of elections in each county as currently conducted.

The model then brackets the fow- and high-range of costs and savings based on turnout for each
county. Two elections, the relatively low-turnout primary of 2006 and the high-turnout general election
of 2008, provided the basis for this model.

Tables at the conclusion of this report use the model to compare the cost of conducting an election

with vote centers in each county to the cost of using the current precinct-based process. These tables
compare the costs overall and on a per-vote basis. The findings show savings in every county.
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The data used in the study did not apportion the costs associated with voting machines consistently
across counties over time, so the models developed for this study only include the annual costs in the
four scenarios. The study does, however, discuss the potential long-term effect, including potential
cost savings, associated with voting machines and their use in vote centers.

" The major finding of this study is that vote centers would produce significant savings for all counties

that implemented them and give local election officials more flexibility to anticipate voter turnout and
deploy staff more effectively. These savings are particularly noticeable in counties with a low number
of registered voters per precinct. Counties that already co-locate precincts at the same poliing site also
would experience significant cost savings. It also finds that implementation of vote centers could
significantly reduce the number of voting machines necessary 1o conduct an efficient election, thus
further reducing the election costs to counties. This study finds that counties that choose to establish
vote centers could realize significant cost savings both immediately and long-term,
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Key Findings

As the General Assembly and county officials consider the pros and cons of expanded local options for
vote centers, this report provides estimates of potential cost savings under four scenarios. Key
findings are:

Most Indiana ¢counties already use a single location 1o serve as the polling ptace for more than
one precinct: Smoother operations and voter convenience result. Cost savings, however, are
minimal because staffing requirements are inflexible.

Some Indiana counties have very high numbers of registered voters per precinct: Cost savings
from optimal location and size of vote centers/precincts are best achieved by providing local

officials with maximum flexibility. Counties with few registered voters per precinct stand to
gain the most by reforming their election process with vote centers. On the other hand, vote
centers could help counties with high numbers of registered voters per precinct to ease
crowding and long waits in line at polling places.

All counties would save on Election Day variable costs by using vote centers: This report
shows that all Indiana counties would save money by implementing vote centers. This is true
even when vote centers are assumed to be staffed by up to 12 workers per location and the
same number of machines as the precincts they replace.

Voting machines are a large expense and are often underutilized: Voting machines cost about
$4,000 each and are replaced after about 10 years of use. When counties experience low

voter turnout the voting machines are underused. This is an area of potential for future study
to ascertain the per-county implications of vote centers as a way to save cosis related to
voting machines. Evidence suggests this could be an area where counties could realize
significant savings.

Electronic_poll books can _provide counties substantial pre- and _post-election savings:
Electronic poll books, required for vote centers, replace traditional paper precinct voter lists.
An electronic poll book requires a large initial expense, but enables the county to plan
elections better, reduce the cost of Election Day operations and greatly reduce post-election
administration.

Poll workers_represent the largest variable cost of election administration: The cost of poll
workers' pay accounts for roughly half of the costs considered in this report.

The combination of vote centers and satellite voting offers further potential savings: Election
practices in Indiana are evalving. As voting absentee before Election Day gains in popularity,
election resources can be used on several days rather than one,

The best candidates for vote centers: The counties most likely to adopt and benefit from vote
centers are counties of moderate size, growing populations and high numbers of registered
voters per precinct.

The counties of moderate size and/or with growing populations that would benefit most:
Bartholomew, Boone, Cass, Delaware, Grant, Hendricks, Henry, Johnson, Kosciusko, LaPorte,
Madison, Monroe, Morgan, Shelby, Tippecanoe, Vanderburgh, Warrick and Wayne.
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The counties with a high number of registered voters per precinct that would benefit most:
Brown, Clark, Delaware, Elkhart, Floyd, Hancock, Hendricks, Lagrange, LaPorte, Marion,
Marshall, Montgomery, Morgan, Nobie, Porter, Scott, Steuben, Vanderburgh and Wabash.

4. Introduction

Vote centers have been tried on a pilot basis in three Indiana counties. The Bowen Center for Public
Affairs at Bal! State University has already documented how vote centers were implemented and
administered in Cass, Tippecanoe and Wayne counties during the elections of 2007 and 2008. That
report documents high voter approval and substantial savings in all three counties.

This report examines the fiscal considerations associated with vote centers on an expanded scale. It
provides estimates of the potential savings that other Indiana counties might obtain by using vote
centers in place of traditional precincts, Indiana Secratary of State Todd Rokita sponsored this study
conducted by the indiana Fiscal Policy Institute and GrowthEconomiics, Inc., nonpartisan organizations
committed to serving Indiana with objective analysis.

2. Background

Vote centers were first used in Larimer County, Colorado in 2003. Since then, vote centers have been
employed in Indiana, North Carolina, Texas and Washington, and considered in other states. Only once
has the process yielded unsatisfactory results. The 2006 primary election in Denver, Colorado was not
well received by participants and not considered a success. Post-election reviews showed that the
number of machines was not adequate considering the high turnout and a long ballot. Other
evaluations of the Denver primary say the problem was due also to a flawed system for tracking
eligible voters, not enough technical support and too little effort beforehand to inform voters of the
change.

Indiana has employed vote centers in three counties for two election cycles. Those counties are:

Tippecanoe County

Tippecanoe County has employed vote centers in three elections - the municipal fall election of 2007
and the primary and general elections of 2008. Tippecanoe County realized total savings of more than
$40,000 in November 2008 by consolidating 92 precincts into 20 vote centers. Prior to Election Day,
Tippecanoe County created voting opportunities through absentee voting and 53 percent of votes
were cast early. Public input during and after Election Day showed a strong favorable response to vote
centers. '

Cass County

Cass County employed vote centers in both the primary and general election of 2008. Like elsewhere,
voters strongly approved vote centers. Cass was one of four Indiana counties that lost support for their
vote machines prior to the 2008 elections when the vendor went out of business. Cass County faced
the prospect of purchasing 80 new machines to equip its precincts in a presidential election year.
Instead, Cass consolidated 40 precincts into seven vote centers and saved more than 50 percent on
the 2008 election.
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Wayne County

Wayne County used vote centers in 2007 and 2008. Wayne County combined 31 precincts into four
vote centers for the 2007 election and 63 precincts into eight for the high turnout 2008 general
election. County Clerk Jo Ann Stewart reports that first-year savings came from employing fewer poll
workers but greater savings in subsequent years are expected as the purchase of new voting
machines is deferred. Wayne County voters encountered long waits at one vote center due to the
temporary failure of vote center equipment and to an insufficient number of voting machines for the
high turnout.

Counties face financial stress

This consideration of vote centers occurs in the context of severe fiscal stress for most counties in
Indiana. The Indiana revenue forecast issued Dec. 15, 2009 reduced revenue expectations for the
current biennium by $1.8 billion, prompting the governor to order cuts to keep the budget balanced.
On-going recession and joblessness mean several years of constraint and Purdue University’s Office of
Agriculture Economics has suggested that government appropriations may not regain 2009 levels until
2015: “Perhaps this will lead to greater efficiency in the provision of state services. Perhaps it will lead
o cuts in the services that the state provides. Or, perhaps it will lead Indiana fawmakers and residents
to consider tax increases.” (Larry DeBoer, Indiana Local Government Information Website, Purdue
University Department of Agricultural Economics,

http://www.agecon.purdue.edu/crd/localgov/ Topics/Hot_Topics/HotTopic_State_Budget.htm).

Vote centers represent an opportunity for the first of these options: greater efficiency. As this report
shows, inefficiency is built into the current election system. The cost of operating more than 5,000
precincts across the state, each staffed by a minimum of five poll workers and equipped with costly
voting machines, is onerous for many counties. The list of cost crunches associated with the voting
process in Indiana is growing.

Boone, Cass, Parke and Randolph counties were stressed financially in 2007 when their voting
equipment became obsolete with the bankruptcy of the company that sold and supported it. Randoiph
County had used the machines in only three elections but was compelled to spend nearly $200,000
for new equipment. Cass County, however, reduced its unbudgeted emergency purchase by 50
percent when it received permission to be a vote center pilot county.

Also two counties in Northwest Indiana ignored a legislative mandate to conduct special elections for a
referendum in November 2009, citing financial stress as the reason. The Lake County Commissioners
voted down a request for more than $400,000 to conduct the election, according to the Post-Tribune
newspaper. The money was not budgeted by the County Council because no election had been
scheduled for 2009 until the General Assembly included a provision in the special session’s budget
bill that required the referendum. LaPorte County also failed to hold a special election on the
November 2009 referendum.

These examples show how some Indiana counties have already encountered difficulty in election
administration. As all counties face fiscal constraint in the years to come, vote centers offer greater
efficiency and public savings.
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3. Election Issues

Variation in turnout

Local election turnout varies from year to year. Factors such as the number of contested races, the
headline race, perceived closeness of races, and voter interest in the issues and candidates can alter
voter turnout by a factor of three or four. This is demonstrated by comparing the 2006 primary with
the much more heavily voted 2008 general election.

Seventy-nine Indiana counties experienced an increase in votes cast of 200 percent or more between
the two elections. Votes cast in Gibson County increased by 526 percent and in St. Joseph County by
515 percent. in Marion County, votes cast increased by 297,708. In three other counties, Allen,
Hamilton and Lake, vote totals increased by 100,000 votes or more. The smallest increase, in
percentage terms, was 143 percent in Benton County.

Under the precinct system, each county employs the same number of poll workers in low- and high-
turnout elections. Each precinct must have at least five poll workers (except following bi-partisan
agreement by the county election board to eliminate some poll-worker positions) and at least two
machines, unless the same machine also is accessible to disabled voters. This rigidity can cause
overstaffing in low-turnout years. The 2006 primary election in Gibson County had only 2,852 votes
cast, fewer than 2,600 on Election Day. Distributed across 38 precincts and 12 hours of open polls,
Gibson County had about five votes per hour per precinct, yet it bore the full cost of an election
because no cost-saving recourse was available to the county.

Optimal use of voting machines

The greatest fixed cost of local elections is the purchase and maintenance of voting machines.
Machines cost up to $5,000 each and are replaced about every 10 years. Counties are required under
the Help America Vote Act of 2002 1o have at least two machines - including one that is accessible for
disabled voters - at every polling place.

Allocating machines among voting locations is one of the critical tasks of election management.
Election officials attempt to estimate turnout and to deploy machines where it will be heaviest, But
their prognostications are never precise. One precinct may have machines that are idle while voters at
another precinct wait in long lines for access to a machine. Further, deployment of machines is
inefficient because clerks and election boards cannot use a fraction of a machine. If five machines are -
available for two precincts, the precinct with two machines may have wait lines while the one with
three machines has idle capacity.

Vote centers solve this problem. Fewer focations mean less division of resources. When voters from
any precinct can cast a ballot at any vote center, there are no inefficiencies because all machines are
located at the same place.

Voter Satisfaction

Survey research by the Bowen Center for Public Affairs at Ball State University has determined four key
criteria for successful vote centers. These are, incidentally, important for precinct-based voting as well:

Convenient locations
Well-trained workers
Efficient procedures
Ample capacity and provisions




INTHANA

FISCAL
POLICY

N

Vote centers provide fewer overall locations than precinct-based voting, yet they can be weli-planned
using GIS or traffic pattern information. The three Indiana pilot counties sought the following five
characteristics in choosing vote center sites:

Large patking lot

On bus route or major thoroughfare
Wired for internet

Floor plan conducive to flow of foot traffic
Handicapped accessible

It is beyond the scope of this report to assess which of Indiana’s 5,000+ precincts are suitable for vote
centers. Not all precincts would be, since the requirements are different. Many fire stations lack
adequate parking. Urban schools also may lack parking. Rural churches, on the other hand, may have
plenty of parking but lack internet connections.

Poor location choices can lead to unsatisfactory resuits. A journalist in Collin County, Texas, wrote the
following regarding that county’s choices for vote centers: "It appeared that the county never really
‘got’ the sense of what a vote center was, instead they opted for what they knew, neighborhood polling
places, but without the precinct residency restriction. The members of the committee were concerned
that the goal would be to simply reduce the number of polling ptaces and therefore costs, without
taking the steps needed to accommodate the iarger turnout at these fewer locations.”

Not all current polling sites will be suitable as vote centers, but not all need to be. Many Indiana
counties have already located the polling place for multiple precincts at the same location and use
places that can handle heavy automotive and foot traffic (see Section 5: Findings). These changes
have, in many cases, been necessary to comply with the accessibility requirements of the Help
America Vote Act.

Election watchers nationwide believe that poll workers' training is often neglected. According to Project
Vote, “Poorly trained poll workers . . . are not well acquainted with their state’s laws and procedures
for voting, exercise discretion arbitrarily and treat some voters with considerably more deference than
other voters. The differences can lead to illegally disenfranchised voters, unwanted media attention
and legal challenges.” The journal Campaigns and Elections contends that more than one million
votes were lost nationwide in the 2000 presidential election through errors made by inept poll
workers.

Indiana counties have sometimes been challenged to find a sufficient number of trained and capable
poll workers, During Marion County’s 2007 municipal primary, five precincts could not open on
Election Day during the entire 12 hours of voting because polls were not staffed. This kind of total
failure is rare. But many counties have encountered problems because of poll workers who were
unfamiliar with computers, voting laws or other considerations.

Vote centers require fewer poll workers. This, in turn, allows both parties to send their best people and
for the election board to provide better training. As noted in the report of the Bowen Center on Public
Affairs, “Recruiting, iracking, training, deploying, supporting and compensating 70 percent fewer
people significantly eases the preparation required for a successful election. It also permits election
officials to maintain a higher-quality pool of polt worker candidates across successive elections.”

Cass County's experience confirms this, as noted in the report following the 2008 primary, stating:
“We feel that we have fewer problems because we have to work with fewer poll workers. By not
needing sc many, we were able to almost hand pick the best.”
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The Help America Vote Act

Federal legislation passed in 2002 has influenced voting in Indiana and other states. These changes
have both encouraged and compelled counties to conduct elections differently. Under HAVA, every
polling place must be handicap accessible. Previously, disabled voters were expected 1o vote absentee
or with the aid of a traveling absentee board. New laws have compelled counties to move polling
places away from buildings that require the use of stairs to enter the polls. In recent years, counties
have shifted many polling sites to more suitable locations.

HAVA also requires that every polling place provide at least one voting machine suitable for hearing-
impaired, blind or otherwise disabled voters. This requirement has lead to an increase in the cost of
voting machines required in each county. Counties have already purchased the equipment required,
but they face future costs of replacing it.

HAVA has also resulted in every county voter registration office being linked to Indiana’s Statewide
Voter Registration System. As described by Ball State’s Bowen Center for Public Affairs,”[Tihe main
purpose of statewide voter registration systems was to implement a single, uniform, official,
centralized interactive computerized statewide voter registration list defined, maintained and
administered at the State level.” The Statewide Voter Registration System (SVRS) improves the way
voters are tracked when they move. Every county in Indiana shares voter registration information with
other Indiana counties through the SVRS, which permits more accuracy in voter registration lists.

A county’s own paper voter registration records are no longer the final authority on voter eligibility.
Instead, under federal law, the official list of voters is the list included in the SVRS. Since the official
list of voters resides in computerized form in the SVRS, use of electronic poll books make that feature
of vote centers possiple.

In-person absentee voting and vole centers

There is an important distinction between in-person absentee voting and vote centers. Absentee
voting satellite locations are sometimes incorrectly called vote centers. The two are not the same, but
they complement each other.

Absentee voting prior to Election Day is allowed in all Indiana counties. Any eligible voter may vote at
any satellite location that is provided by the county election board. Many voters now take advantage of
the chance to vote before Election Day by casting an absentee ballot. Sixty Indiana counties had
absentee voting before Election Day equal to 20 percent or more of their total number of votes cast in
the 2008 general election; in two counties the number of these votes exceeded those cast on Election
Day.

Vote centers, by contrast, have been permitted only as a pilot program in three counties. Vote centers
are open only on Election Day. They allow any registered voter in the county to vote at any location.
Vote centers typically rely on a computer system to speed the check-in process and to maintain
records during and after Election Day.

Voting absentee before Election Day at satellite sites is popular with voters. Higher rates of overall
voter turnout have occurred when more absentee voting opportunities were provided, but research
indicates the high turnout is caused more by interest in the races than the convenience of the
process.

Absentee voting programs impose additional costs to the county. Vote centers, on the other hand, cost
less than precinct-based procedures. Thus, the two can go hand in hand. Money saved by
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implementing vote centers makes it possible for a county to provide voters with extensive absentee
voting opportunity. Alternatively, the money saved can remain in the county budget.

Electronic poll book

The electronic poll book serves in place of the printed paper voter lists in traditional precincts. An
electronic poll book serves the same purpose as the paper list, but provides additionalt vaiue. The
electronic record stored on the electronic poll book provides immediate real-time records of voter
activity. This is useful for identifying peak activity at particular locations in order to plan staffing levels
in future elections. Also, the electronic poll book instantly updates voter registration records - a task
that requires many hours of staff time when performed by entering information from paper voter lists
to the SVRS.

Voter sign-in before casting a ballot can be accelerated and simpiified if a county sends voter ID
postcards before the election. On arrival at the polls, a voter’s bar-coded card is scanned to identify
him or her and identify the appropriate ballot, the voter's photo ID is checked and the voter’s sighature
is obtained.

Indiana’s three pilot counties have used electronic polt books from two sources. Tippecanoe and Cass
counties obtained their poll book from Lafayette-based Del-Mar Information Technologies. Del-Mar
spokesman Kyle Lutes says the product is available for a one-time license fee with set-up, training and
other services at additional cost. Wayne County used an electronic poli book designed by Quest
Information Systems and provided to it gratis in the first year of its trial. Quest is the firm that supports
the Indiana Statewide Voter Registration System.

The electronic poll book is an equipment purchase with multi-year value. It is not included in the
single-year estimates, but is discussed separately.

4. Methodology

We have not attempted in this report to compile exact total cost for elections for each county. Many
costs (e.g., county election board administration, legal advertisements) are fixed and constant for both
precincts and vote centers. Other costs {e.g., purchase of equipment including new voting machines or
electronic poll books) are variable, but should be apportioned to the several years the equipment will
be in use. For the sake of brevity our cost model focuses on election-day variables costs only.
Equipment costs are discussed separately.

The cost estimates assume certain staffing levels and voter turnout. The results are based on a linear
model. They do not attempt to optimize each county’s staffing level, or to take into account any special
practices, conditions or circumstances in particular counties,

Most data and information for this report has been provided by the Indiana Secretary of State’s Office.
Additional data and information has been obtained from the Bowen Center for Public Affairs, Ball State
University, conversations with several county clerks and county election board staff, and on-line
sources of information from other states, product vendors and other sources.

Indiana counties regularly report details of election activities to the Indiana Election Division, but there
are no standard formats, definitions or procedures for all of these reports. The report of one county is
not necessarily comparable with those of others. Counties divide election spending into lesser and
greater numbers of categories, lump new machinery and other capital costs into a single election
cycle, and employ diverse definitions.
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Because the actual data provided by counties are not always comparable and are not provided by all
counties, we turn to the alternative of estimating costs and savings for counties. These estimates aim
to bracket the low and high range of costs and savings for typical counties. These low and high ranges
will not capture extremes, such as counties that pay high per diems to poll workers or spend unusuai
amounts for training. They will encompass the 10% to 90t percentiles among Indiana counties.
Factors that will be the same for either vote-center or precinct-based elections may be ignored. Only
the following need be cajculated as the principle categories of Election Day costs:

Poll workers’ pay: Al counties pay poll workers a daily rate. inspectors receive a higher rate in most
counties while judges and clerks receive a lesser amount. A few counties still employ election sheriffs,
but the typical staffing of election precincts is one inspector, two judges and two clerks. Our estimate
calculates five poll workers per precinct at rates of $90 to $125 for inspectors and $60 to $80 for
judges and clerks. For vote centers, various scenarios envision from four to 12 poli workers at each
vote center.

Poll workers’ meals: Most counties provide two meals to poll workers who staff the voting sites. The
cost of meals is sometimes added to the per diem. In other places, meals are catered. These are
estimated in our cost model as from $5 to $10 per poll worker.

Poll workers' training: Training varies a great deal from county to county. Although the Help America
Vote Act provides resources for better training of poll workers, there is no standard set forth in HAVA.
Indiana law does establish minimum content for such training. Our model includes various levels of
training. In the model, the cost of training one poll worker is presumed to be equali in a precinct or a
vote center. Total training cost varies according to the number of pol! workers required.

Transportation of equipment: Delivering voting machines to polling places and setting them up for
operation can be a major task involving drivers, faborers and technicians who are qualified to prepare
the voting equipment. Howevet, in small precincts using light-weight equipment the same task can be
performed by a well-trained inspector at no additional cost to the county. Transportation costs in the
cost model are posited at levels from zero to $50 per polling piace. This cost varies by the number of
different addresses to which the machines must be delivered.

Poll book printing: Printing the paper lists of eligible voters per precinct can be a simple task for
counties with small populations and few precincts. For larger cnes, the cost can be substantial. Some
counties can print the lists with clerk's office resources while others must contract the printing. Poll
book printing applies only to the traditional precinct method and is replaced by the electronic poll book
in vote centers.

Offsetting cost of vote centers

Printing and mailing of postcards: This factor applies only to vote centers, and can represent half or
more of the total cost. Ail three Indiana vote center pilot counties have maited every eligible voter a
postcard prior to elections. The card, in combination with the voter's photo ID and signature, proves
eligibility and speeds the process of screening and tracking votes. The lists are generated from the
Statewide Voter Registration System. The cost mode! assumes a cost of 28 cents per registered voter
for vote center counties.
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Scenario 1: Consolidation of co-located precinct polling places

Most Indiana counties co-locate at ieast some of the polling ,
places for their precincts at one location. (Precinct lists were | Lnspectors’ pay $100
unavailable for Jennings, Sullivan, Washington and Wayne | Judges’pay - $80
counties.) Under current practice, voters from different | Meals $10
precincts enter the polling place and then are separated | Training $20
inside the building by cordons and signs toward the | Transportation $50
appropriate set of polf workers and voting machines used to | Poll baok printing $30
vote in their specific precinct. In rural counties, these co- | Postage $.00
located sites may include voters from more than one
township. In Wells County, for example, voters from the
Jackson Township precinct must travel to Southern Wells High School in adjoining Chester Township.
Expenses are high in such elections because each precinct must be fully staffed even for low-turnout
elections.

The scenatrio envisions all voters continuing to vote where they voted in 2008, but allowing all co-
located polling locations for precincts to operate as vote centers with a single entry line and all
machines programmed for ali co-located precinct polling locations. In Dubois County, for instance, the
six precincts of Patoka Township, which already vote at the Huntingburg Event Center polling location,
would combine their six voter lines into one,

For this scenario, no pre-election postcards would be mailed as in the other vote center scenarios.

Scenario 2: Low Turnout

Indiana’s election laws require a fixed level of staffing and a
fixed number of voting locations in most situations. Because | Inspectors’ pay $100
these factors are fixed by law, electoral costs are very highon | Judges’ pay $80
a cost-per-vote basis when turnout is low. The Low-Turnout | Meals - $10
Scenario shows what counties might save by staffing vote Training $20
centers at a moderate level. The scenario assumes 7,000 Transportation $50
registered voters per vote center and eight poll workers. In Poll book printing $30
low turnout elections only 12 percent to 30 percent of voters Postage $.28
will vote, leading to about 1,500 actual votes - identical to '
the number at a vote center apportioned for 2,500 voters
when turnout is 60 percent.

The low turnout scenario is perhaps the most probable of the four scenarios and yields strong savings
to all counties. The staff reduction envisioned in these estimates does not exceed what has been
shown to work in the pilot counties.

Scenario 3: High Turnout

Vote centers promise the greatest savings when turnout is
low. However, it is important to note that even when vote ,
centers are staffed for high turnout counties will save money Judges’ pay
compared to precinct-based elections. Even when 12 poll Mealsl

workers are placed at a vote center, the total number of Training

workers required is less than the number required at several | Transportation
individual precincts. And experience at Indiana's pilot | Poll book printing
counties shows that 12 poll workers can handle even heavy | Postage

voter traffic.

Inspectors’ pay
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The high turnout scenario assumes a vote center for every 3,000 voters, and 12 poll workers at each
vote center. Other assumptions are displayed in the box,

Scenario 4: Maximum Savings

Indiana law authorizing pilot-phase testing of vote centers i
stipulated that counties must have at least one vote center | Inspectors’ pay $125
for every 10,000 registered voters. In practice, the pilot | Judges’ pay $90
counties chose to provide more voting locations than | Meals $10
required. In Tippecanoe and Cass Counties, the ratic has | Training $20
been near 3,000 registered voters per vote center. Wayne | Transportation $50
County provided fewer locations but stili operated well betow | Poll book printing $30
the limit at about 7,000 registered voters per vote center.

This scenario aims to show the maximum savings that could oocur in other counties at the 10,000
voter threshold. The scenario also assumes the poll worker cost shown in the table.

5. Findings

Most Indiana counties already consolidate precinct polling-place locations

Analysis of Indiana voting sites shows that many precinct polling-place locations are already at the
same polling site used by at least one other precinct.t Of 5,086 precincts in 88 counties, 2,789 (55
percent) polling sites are co-located with that of at least one other precinct., All precinct polling
locations in the vote center pilot counties of Tippecanoe and Cass are located at the vote center sites.
But 45 counties co-iocate the polling-place locations of at feast half of their precincts and 64 counties
co-locate the polling-place locations of at least one-third. Only five counties do not co-locate any
polling-place locations. This polling-place co-ocation occurs in hoth Indiana’s largest and smallest
counties. Complete tallies of co-located and unigue precinct polling-place locations by county are
found in Section 8.

Counties w/ Population > 250,000 Counties wi Population <40,000
Precincts Precincts
County Co-located County Co-ocated
Allen 81% Benton 100%
Hamilton 65% Martin 3%
Lake 52% Ohio 73%

Marion 71%

St. J h 47% Switzerland 75%
. Josep A

Union 50%
Warren 0%

Existing polling-place co-location shows that most Indiana county election boards have already
achieved one of the key steps toward implementing vote centers. Counties fing it both convenient and
expedient to locate two or more (eight precincts at one location in Adams Township, Allen County; six
at single locations in both Dubois and Ohio counties) polling places for precincts in one location.

! Includes 5,086 precincts located in 88 counties. Data for Jennings, Sullivan, Washington and
Wayne counties were not available.
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Registered Voters per Precincts Varies Among Indiana Counties

There is a disparity among Indiana counties in terms of the average number of registered voters per
precinct. In every county some precincts will have more voters than others but the disparity is also
great for entire counties. According to 2008 voter registration figures, the range was from 409 to
1,321 per precinct.

The counties with fewer voters per precinct tend to be rural counties with small populations and a
single precinct in each township. Sixteen counties have fewer than 800 registered voters per precinct,
while 11 others have 1,000 or more. The median number of registered voters per precinct is 783.

The ratio of registered voters per precinct is significant to election management. A high number
signals that extra machines may be needed and that the basic crew of five poll workers assigned in
most precincts may be inadequate. Where the number of voters per precinct is low, equipment and
staff may be underutilized during voting hours. Altering the number of polling places, as can be done
with vote centers, is a powerful tool for election management. This report finds that counties with few
registered voters per precinct usually stand to gain the most by reforming their election process with
vote centers,

Direct Savings from Variable Election Day Costs
Scenario 1: Consolidation of co-located precinct polling sites

Precinct polling-place consolidation would allow some Indiana counties to save considerable Election
Day expenses. For other counties, the savings would be small or nonexistent. Carroll, Clay, Knox,
Newton, Owen, Starke and Warren counties would reduce their Election Day costs by less than 10
percent. These counties have little or no co-location of polling-place sites.

Aflen County, on the other hand, already co-locates the polling places for its 301 precincts in 147
locations. Allen County couid cut Eiection Day expenses by 53 percent, or $104,510. Floyd County's
80 precinct polling sites are also extensively co-located - with only 15 precincts in locations where no
other precinct’s polling site is located. The cost model suggests Floyd County could reduce expenses
by 49 percent, or $19,160. Other counties estimated to benefit from vote centers at co-located
precinct polling sites include Benton, Biackford, Boone, Clinton, Dearborn, Fioyd, Fountain, Grant,
Monroe, Ohio, Orange, Scott, Switzerland and Union.

Scenario 2: Low Turnout

In this scenario, Indiana counties’ Election Day costs would be reduced by a median of 50 percent.
Reductions of 30 percent or more could occur in 84 counties. Only one county - Hancock - would see
a cost reduction less than 20 percent. Hancock is exceptional because its leve! of voters per precinct
(more than 1,300} makes the precinct system seem efficient.

Counties that would benefit most in the low turnout scenario are those that have more precincts than
necessary for handling light voter traffic - especially those in compact geographic areas.

Scenario 3: High Turnout

Election Day expense reductions of 50 percent or more would be experienced by 22 counties in this
scenatio. More moderate 20 percent cost reductions would occur in 83 counties. The fiscal impact of
vote centers would be less than it is for low turnout elections because voter centers would add
workers to assist the greater flow of voter traffic. The median cost reduction would be 41 percent.

Page 14
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The number of voting locations would be reduced 25 percent to 33 percent of the number of precincts
in mast counties with a similar reduction in poll worker staff. Very small counties with fewer than 15
precincts and low registered-voters-per-precinct levels would combine to two or three vote centers
under this scenario and their savings would be greatest in proportion.

Porter County, for example, has estimated that vote centers could enable it to reduce its Election Day
poll worker staff from 620 peopie to 200. This would he accomplished by reducing 124 precincts to
17 vote centers. The county's savings would vary from $50,000 to $100,000 depending on the level
of staffing.

Scenario 4: Maximum Savings

tUnder this scenario, all counties’ Election Day expenses would be reduced by at least 30 percent. In
74 counties, those expenses would be reduced by more than 50 percent. The median reduction of
expenses would be 55 percent.

The maximum savings scenatio is included in this report to illustrate the full potentia} effect of vote
centers. it is not a course that counties should put into practice. If counties were to consolidate to this
extreme, they could fail to provide good service 1o voters.

Other Considerations

In addition to the direct Election Day savings described in each of the scenarios, counties that adopt
vote centers may realize other long-term savings. These additional benefits are discussed here. They
are not guantified and included in the model because they are multi-year factors, because they are
contingent on other factors than the use of vote centers and because Indiana’s brief experience with
vote centers has not shown a track record for these factors.

Replacement of Vote Machines

Voting machines cost between $3,000 and $5,000 each. In most counties, machines are replaced
after about 10 years. These machines are idle most days of the year but must be warehoused and
maintained at substantial cost. On election days, one machine can accommodate more than 200
voters in a 12 hour day. Actual turnout is often far lower. As noted elsewhere, one Indiana county
experienced just 78 votes per precinct in the 2006 primary.

The challenge for election administrators is to accommodate voters at the least expense, and with
respect to voting machines that means avoiding underutilized machines at precincts where turnout is
low.
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Estimated Annual Cost of Voting Machine Replacement
Precincts v. Voter Center, by County Size

$450,000
[ Precincts £ Vote Centers I $400,000
t $350,000
- $300,000
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- $200,000

- $150,000

+ $100,000

+ $50,000
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Source: Data from Indiana Secretary of State; calculations by IFPl and Growth Economics, Inc.

Because of the efficiencies of vote centers, the same number of voters can be served equally well with
fewer machines. Tippecanoe County Clerk Linda Phillips estimates that an efficient vote center
operation could function with only one-third the machines of a traditional polling place. The calculation
here assumes a 44 percent reduction in the number of machines with vote centers.

The chart illustrates a simple model of possible savings for counties of varying size according to the
two styles of voting. Precinct voting is assumed to average 100 voters per machine, while vote center
machines are assumed to serve 180 voters. Replacement cost and schedule is assumed the same for
hoth. But because the vote centers require fewer machines, the replacement cost is commensurate.
For a county of 10,000 votes cast, the savings would be more than $17,000. For a county of 50,000
votes, savings of nearly $89,000 would accrue.

Pre- and Post-election Cost Savings

Following each election, the voter registration office in each Indiana county is required to catalog voter
activity and update the voter registration record. The task often requires additional temporary staff
and hundreds of hours of staff time when performed from traditional paper poll books.

Counties that purchase electronic poli-book technology as part of their implementation of vote centers
can automate the process. When the bar-coded postcard is scanned at the polling place, it confirms
the voter's eligibility and indicates his or her correct ballot. The same scanning process records the
voter's activity and captures address and/or name changes from the poll lists. The SVRS-generated
paper precinct poll lists also contain bar codes to permit expedited processing by counties.

Tippecanoe County Clerk Linda Phillips has estimated the savings to be more than $10,000 each year.
The electronic poll book software cost approximately that amount. Thus, the electronic poll book pays
for itself in the first year or two (depending on the size of a county) and provides savings in
subsequent years equal to the cost of updating the voter rolls.

Page 16
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Costs by Category

The cost of conducting an election depends on many factors, including several that are not expended
on Election Day. But the differences between precinct-based and vote-center elections can be
described simply. The chart depicts the example of Kosciusko County.

Major Cost Categories
Precincts v. Vote Centers, Estimated for Kosciusko County

$60,000

3 precincts B vote centers
$50,000 4

$40,000 4

$30,000

$20,000 -

$10,000 4

$0

Poll Workers Postage Printing Transportation Machines

Source: Data from Indiana Secretary of State; calculations by IFPI and Growth Economics, Inc.

The main costs of jocal elections are poll workers and voting machines. Precinct elections reguire
more poll workers. They also use machines less efficiently. Hence, precinct-based elections cost more
than vote centers in both of the key caiegories. Vote centers, however, entail on additional
expenditure for postage.

The shape of the chart shown here is the same for all counties. Poll workers and machines are the
greatest costs; precincts require more of both than vote centers in similar proportions. Variations from
county to county are minor.

Votie centers would enable counties to reduce their cost per vote

Cost per vote is a key measure of election administration. The objective for each county is to provide
efficient, convenient and fair polling at the least possible cost. With. precincts, the number of locations
and the level of staffing are fixed unless county official take specific actions described earlier in the
report. With vote centers, election administrators can anticipate turnout and modify the number of
locations and the level of staffing to suit the need with greater flexibility.

Several factors affect a county's ability to optimize cost per vote. Very rural counties must not reduce
the number of locations to such an extent that voters are forced to drive inordinate distances. Urban
counties must accommodate voters who will arrive by bus. If a county provides too few locations, too
few machines or too few trained poll workers, it will achieve a favorable cost per vote level at the
expense of voter convenience or electoral fairness.

The map on the following page depicts the estimated cost per vote for each Indiana county. The values
assume a high turnout, which is based on the 2008 general election.
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Future efficiencies

In current practice, each county purchases a number of voting machines adequate to process all votes
in a single day. When that day arrives, the county also recruits a small army of poll workers to staff its
precincts for the 12 hours the polls are open. The rest of the year, the machines are of no value and
must be warehoused and maintained at considerabie expense.

Historically, absentee voting in Indiana was permitted only for people with a specific need ~ plans to
leave the state for personal or business reasons, ill health, etc. But Indiana has joined 31 other states
to allow any registered voter to cast their absentee ballot hefore Election Day.

Indiana’s brief experience with absentee voting before Election Day at satellite sites suggests that
voters across the state welcome the chance to vote on weekends or evenings prior to Election Day. In
Cass and Tippecanoe counties, more than half of the votes in the November 2008 General Election
were absentee ballots cast before Election Day.

The scenarios in this report address current levels of Election Day voter activity. The model
approximated the cost in each county of handling the traditional level of Election Day activity and,
consequently, the necessity to have a traditional large number of machines. As more counties expand
their early voting stations and as more voters grow accustomed to voting a few days or weeks before
Election Day, the burden of Election Day itself will diminish. Counties will expect fewer votes on
Election Day. Underutilized precincts will become more common - in some counties they will become
the rule rather than the exception.

Best next candidates for vote centers

If the general assembly wishes to open the door to vote centers only a little wider than at present two
 factors shouid be considered in selecting the next vote center counties.

Moderate-sized counties are best able to bear the administrative burden of converting to vote centers,
including redesign of the process, finding appropriate iocations and purchasing the electronic poll
book. Further, counties using direct record electronic machines will avoid possible complications
caused by the need to store multiple ballots on each machine. The following counties best meet these
criteria:

Bartholomew, Boone, Cass, Delaware, Grant, Hendricks, Henry, Johnson, Kosciusko, LaPorte,
Madison, Monroe, Morgan, Shelby, Tippecanoe, Vanderburgh, Warrick and Wayne.

The following counties also merit consideration. These counties have a high rate of registered voters
per precinct. During high-turnout elections these counties' polling places may be strained to
accommodate the flow of voters. Several of these counties are growing in population and face the
prospect of overloading their precincts in the near future. Vote centers would provide these counties
with an alternative to the expense of reorganizing and adding precincts, and of adding new voting
machines to them. These counties are:

Brown, Clark, Delaware, Elkhart, Floyd, Hancock, Hendricks, Lagrange, LaPorte, Marion, Marshall,
Montgomery, Morgan, Noble, Porter, Scott, Steuben, Vanderburgh and Wabash.
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6. Conclusion
This study concludes:

E Vote centers have significant savings potential for counties that choose to implement them;

B That the savings will vary in each county depending upon local conditions and the
circumstances under which the vote centers are established; and

B The savings potential merits strong consideration for extending enabling legislation for vote
centers as a “may” provision to all counties.

Appendix of Tables
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Table 1 Electoral Precincts and Voting Locations

 Total | Codocated  Unique . Numberof : Percent
. Precincts - Precmcts : Precmcts : locatlons Co~]ocated

245 86 147 .81%
39 28 43  58%
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Cass
;CI k

: éCIinton
?Crawford

‘De Kalb

Decatur_

j| Elkhart

| Jackson | 34

5§Ja§pe{_

fl Jennings - 25

;Johnson

Tabie 2 Electoral Tumout and V__oters per Precmct

Precincts Registered -

Voters

v.r1 75 538 e v.', v:,‘ C e .N , :‘..;,
50,196 1 11,168

La Porte ‘
; Lagrange

lake 565

2006

Primary
Votes

3,380

2008
General

Registered

Voters per
Precinct

Votes per
Precinct

Votes per

Precinct

ey T e R
14,010
130,829
34488
18,581
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2006 2008 ' Registered = Votes per & Votes per
Primary - General " Voters per  Precinct . Precinct .
‘ .. . 777 . Votes Votes  Precinct  LowTurnout - High Tumout |
| Lawence 39 34419 | 8766 19011 883 225 . 487
E | .. 58187 834

§ - County - Precincts - e\%it;;e

‘Marion
il ‘Marshall

| Potter . 124 ‘112._[3'.1.1',.','.”"; ATt
‘Posey 33 . 17,793 . 4,89 ‘'
‘Pulaski -
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Note: The following tables include estimates that comprise the major costs of an election in each
county, including poll worker pay and training, transportation and set-up of equipment, printing of poll
books (precincts only), postage (vote centers only) and replacement of voting machines.

Voting machine replacement is not included in the scenarios presented in the text because they are
not a regular annual cost. They are included in Tables 3 and 4 as a more complete but less
representative measure of costs.

Tables 3 and 4 assume the number of registered voters for each county in 2008. The estimates in
Tables 3 and 4 further assume a vote center for each 3,000 registered voters and eight poll workers
per vote center. This is a moderate combination of scenarios 2 and 3 discussed above.
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TABLE 3 ESTIMATED COST PER VOTE

s .. .. .. . . Precncts
Cost/Vote | Cost/ Vote . Cost/ Vote i Cost/ Vote  Percent Change?f
High Turmout Low Turnout - High Turnout | Low Turmout = = """ = "=~
. ..$3.06
%476
- $3.15
$2.52

‘Kosciusco . $1.75 .
‘Lagrange . %142
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" Cost/ Vote
_”_!jt_igh Tt‘.vl'r_nout

Cost / Vote
Low Turnout

_ High Turnout

$2.87

Switzerland
Tippecance

‘Vanderburgh
Vermillion
Wabash
‘Warren




INDIANA
PISCAL
POLICY
!NS'J.’].'I" UTE

Table 4 Estlmated Election Costs by Category for Precinct-based and Vote Center Elections
: _ Precinct-Based Elections ’

$10,830 $950 $570 S0 811,

. $92,450 841, 610. . .$3,650:. - %2180 90 545,000
$33,600° $13,680;  $1200 $720 . $18,000.
 $29,250°

 $10,200,

$21,000°

Decatur | §28,000  $11400  $1,000  $600 $15,000,
Delaware | $105,750:  { : ;

Dubois i $53,200  $21

‘Elkhart . $138,250, ‘- $64,800
: | $39,200: $21,000
. $75,000.  $3

Fountain

Glbson
Grant

fe_HamSOﬂ U oo.$20,520: 0 51,800 1,080
f‘Hendrlcks - $137 850  $56,

Henry .$58,800  $23,

‘Howard = $90,600  $41,040

‘Huntington | $49,000  $19,950  $1,750.

Jackson ! $42,500 _ $19,380

Kosciusco
éf_aPOl‘te .

785,000 $322,050. .ﬁ _$28250 816,950 $0.  $417,750
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... ... ... . precinct-BasedElections |
‘County ¢ Total  Personnel : Transport = Printing : Postage ' Machines
{Lawrence . $54600 30 $1,950: $1,170°

‘Madison ~ $156,900:  $63,270  $5,550,

Marion . $933,700. $336,300:  $29,5C

Marshall . $39,200  $15,960.

Martin . $22500  $10,:

‘Miami

Noble ¢ ¢ 0 $16,530:  $1,4¢
‘Orange  :  $30,800 2,540
.$26,600  $10,

$23,800 = $9,690:

... $900:  $540.  $0'  $13,500
. $70680°  $6200 ~ $3,720.  $0  $78,600
 $18,810  $1,650  $990  $O.  $24,750

| . $11,250;

.$16,53
$15,750:
~$9,600
... 330,000
$18,750!

‘Sullvan
:Switzerland

Vanderburgh | $186,100  $76,3801  $6,700°  $4,0200  $0  $99,000,
Vigo |
‘Warren
‘Washington | $27,500
‘Wayne ! $88200  §
‘Wells
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.. Total  Personnel
$22,216.
$248,320

_$27,338:
810,117 $1.¢
$20,698

Vote Center Elections

Transport . Printing

$2,550°
8550,
8100

C$100
$450°

0. %
- $0
%0
- $0
$0:

$12,600°

'$128,940
$28,980

- $5,040

$30,433.

Deabom | $34,229  §7:
Decatur ‘

$31,029

$24,485 55,40
$54,316°

$30,660'

519,378 84
. $90,726  $18,00
$28,890

~ $13,440,

$77,280
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... VoteCenterElections
v_v____!?g[gonnel Transport Pru_ptlng P_gstage Machines |

$19.800  $1100 0 9 $40,320
- $5400:
o %9, OOO%V

%2 700_

],..$15 201‘_; . $2700
oL $14, 351‘ ... $3e000

fSteubeh 1T
Sullivan__ " " $
;,_SWJtzerIand o

Warrick ©s9000 3500 'so $13081  $24.780
EWashmgton ... $16,560  $36000  $2000  $0°  $5368  $7,302
l%We"s 70 $45000  $250  $0.  $5880  $9,240,
; : : : $7,7281

) ,,,$14 2805
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Background Information

Indiana Fiscal Policy Institute

The Indiana Fiscal Policy Institute was formed in 1987 as a private, non-profit governmental research
organization. The IFPI is Indiana's only independent statewide source of continuing research into the
impact of state taxing and spending poticies, and it is privately supported by a variety of organizations,
corporations, associations and individuals in Indiana and surrounding states. The IFPI's Mission is to
enhance the effectiveness and accountability of state and local government through the education of
public sector, business, and labor ieaders on significant fiscal policy issues and the consequences of
state and local decisions.

GrowthEconomigs Inc.

Graham S. Toft Ph.D. is founder and president of GrowthEconomics, of Sarasota, Fla.,, and
Indianapolis, Ind., focused on the growth dynamics of states and regions. The firm seeks to
understand how good pay jobs grow, growth companies multiply, businesses create value, and self-
reliant families prosper in today's super-charged, disruptive economy. He spends much of his time
with government and business leaders striving to grow their economies through entrepreneurship,
innovation development, smart government and pro-growth strategies. GrowthEconomics has a bias
toward the measurement and monitoring of competitive position as a means to grab attention and
focus on actionable strategies. To that end, GrowthEconomics prepares annual state Competitiveness
ScoreCards for several state Midwest states. In these circles, Graham has become known as ‘Dr.
Benchmark’. The GrowthEconomics team works out of Florida, Indiana and Ireland.

Graham brings over 30 years experience preparing state benchmark, competitiveness assessments
and policy studies. He has strong Midwest ties and familiarity, including service as President of the
indiana Economic Development Councit for 13 years from 1989 to 2002,

For more information, contact IFP{ President John Ketzenberger at:

Indiana Fiscal Policy institute
One American Square, Suite 150
Indianapolis, IN 46282
(317) 366-2431
www.indianaFiscal.org
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