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Main Results

o Overall Scantegrity worked well: voters found
it reasonably easy to use and accepted it

o Voters had strong confidence in Scantegrity

o 31% of voters verified their votes on-line
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Mock1 Research Questions

How well will Scantegrity work in practice?

o How easy is it for voters to use
Scantegrity?

o How many voters will verify their votes on-
line?

o How well will voters and election officials
accept Scantegrity?




Research Plan

o Mockl — April 11, 2009
Capabilities demonstration

o Binding municipal election — Nov. 3, 2009
Focus on election officials

o Mock2 — April 2010
Comparative field test and expert review
(not constrained by binding election)

Mock1l

o April 11, 2009

o Community Center, Takoma Park, MD
o 95 voters (anyone could vote)

o 7 Takoma Park poll workers

o 4 ballot questions about trees

o advertised via newsletter, email, web

o Additional data collected at MD Day at
UMCP (April 25, 2009)




Voter Experience

Locked Clipboard with
Privacy Sleeve

Prevents chain
voting
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° Detachable Chit
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° Scanning Station




° Scanning Station

® On-Line Verification (after voting)
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® On-Line Verification (after voting)
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® Assessment Methods

o Questionnaires for voters and poll workers
o Focus groups for voters and poll workers
o 2 unobtrusive observers in polling room

o On-line questionnaire for voters who
verified

(methods approved by UMBC Inst. Review Board)
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° ‘ Surveys

° Voter Demographics

o 80 voters filled out questionnaires
o Highly educated

o High family income

o Frequent computer users

o Mostly 50-64 years old

o Able to get to election on their own

(not representative, but provided useful
feedback)
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® Selected Results (observers)
Ballots Spoiled By Voter Voters Asked For Assistance
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® Selected Results (voter survey)
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Findings

Overall Scantegrity worked well and was well
accepted

Voting process took too much time, especially at
scanner

Providing instructions in one chunk was
overwhelming, and instructions were too
complex

Locked clipboard added complexity but little
security

Poll workers felt that process could be sped up
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Process:
6.

Findings (continued)

Some wondered if others will have difficulty
writing down codenumbers and verifying

Poll workers disliked that Scantegrity team
member handled ballots at scanner

Poll workers felt they should have been more in
charge

Technology:

9.

10.
11.

Poll workers liked visual feedback that ballot was
scanned

Scanner was finicky
Special pens should be in voting area only

o o &~ W

Recommendations

Eliminate locked clipboard

Eliminate redundant instructions

Print codenumbers with reduced char. set
Use chisel-style pen

Have multiple scanners

Consider adding printer




‘ New Scanner Feeder
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Conclusions

o Preliminary evidence that Scantegrity can
be effectively used and will likely be well
accepted by voters

o Flow of people through voting process must
be improved

o 31% of voters verified their votes on-line
o Binding municipal election Nov. 3
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Maryland Day at UMCP (4-29-09)
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Demographics
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° Demographics
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Takoma Park Community Center
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