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Introduction

he Federal Voting Assistance Program (FVAP) seeks to ensure that Service members, their eligible family
members and overseas citizens are aware of their right to vote and have the tools and resources to
successfully do so—from anywhere in the world. In order to improve its service to its customers and to
meet its legislative and executive responsibilities, FVAP collects data on individuals covered by the Uniformed
and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA) and the network that supports them. Voting Assistance
Officers (VAO) represent a critical part of this UOCAVA assistance network, which has led FVAP to biennially

collect voting assistance data on VAOs through the Post-Election Voting Survey of Voting Assistance Officers

(PEVS-VAO). This report focuses on two key goals related to the VAO population: (1) answering within-population
voting assistance research questions, and (2) describing the full survey methodology of the 2016 PEVS-VAO data
collection, including survey design, survey administration, sampling and weighting.

This report is one of four interrelated documents evaluating the results of FVAP’s 2016 Post-Election Voting
Surveys (PEVS). The 2016 PEVS Integrated Report focuses specifically on FVAP program effectiveness across
the voting assistance populations. The 2016 Active Duty Military (ADM) Technical Report and 2016 State
Election Official (SEO) Technical Report each focuses on the within-population research questions and survey

methodology for their respective populations.

This introduction discusses FVAP’s legislative responsibility for conducting the PEVS-VAQ, highlights key findings
and research topics discussed in this report, and ends by describing the full outline of this report.

1.1 | FVAP Legislative Responsibility for PEVS-VAO

FVAP is responsible for carrying out the responsibilities of UOCAVA as amended by the Military and Overseas
Voter Empowerment (MOVE) Act. The PEVS-VAO helps fulfill the required statistical analyses of this legislation.
The Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act of 1986, Section 101.b (1), 42 USC §1973ff, now
52 U.S.C. 20310 (UOCAVA), provides the legal basis for absentee voting requirements for federal offices and for
active members of the Uniformed Services and Merchant Marine. FVAP, under the guidance of the Under
Secretary of Defense (USD) for Personnel and Readiness (P&R), is charged with administering UOCAVA and
evaluating the effectiveness of its programs.

In addition, the PEVS-VAO fulfills, for VAOs, FVAP’s requirements under Section 20308(b) of 52 U.S.C. to conduct
statistical analyses to evaluate the effectiveness of the program in federal election years. Presidential Executive
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Order 12642, signed in 1988, names the Secretary of Defense as the designee for administering UOCAVA.
Further, Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 1000.04, Federal Voting Assistance Program, assigns the
USD P&R as the Presidential designee; however, the responsibilities are carried out by the FVAP Director. Under
these authorities, FVAP provides voter registration and voting information to those eligible to vote in applicable
U.S. elections.

In October 2009, UOCAVA was amended by the Military MOVE Act, Title V, Subtitle H of P.L. 111-84, National
Defense Authorization Act Fiscal Year 2010. FVAP contracted Fors Marsh Group (FMG) and the Defense
Manpower Data Center’s (DMDC) Defense Research, Surveys, and Statistics Center (RSSC) (now Office of People
Analytics) to design, administer and analyze the PEVS-VAO. Without the PEVS-VAO, the Department of Defense
would not be able to evaluate VAO voting assistance, FVAP resource use and VAO training effectiveness—all of
which help improve ADM experiences with absentee voting.

1.2 | FVAP VAO Program

FVAP works closely with the Military Services and an array of other Federal Agencies, including the U.S. State
Department and Election Assistance Commission (EAC), to accomplish its mission and oversee the
administration of its enabling legislation. The Military Services have developed voting assistance programs,
overseen by Service Voting Action Officers (SVAO), who in turn work with Installation Voting Assistance Officers
(IVAO), Installation Voter Assistance (IVA) Offices and Unit Voting Assistance Officers (UVAO). These officers and
offices all coordinate with FVAP to develop voting assistance programs for UOCAVA-covered citizens, and to

provide voting information and assistance.

VAOs in particular are a key foundation of the UOCAVA voting assistance network, as they provide direct voting
assistance to ADM and their families throughout each Service. They are stationed worldwide, and often are the
first point of contact for a military member when they seek information about how to register to vote, request a
ballot and vote in a federal election. VAOs have access to extensive and detailed training programs, both in-
person and online, and are expected to be knowledgeable regarding the use of the Voting Assistance Guide
(Guide), a comprehensive document detailing State deadlines and absentee voting procedures. Given their key
role in providing voting information and voting assistance, evaluating the effectiveness of VAO activities following
each federal election is a key component of FVAP elections.

Although FVAP collects data from VAO trainings and through reported VAO metrics on the FVAP portal, only the
PEVS-VAOQ is statistically designed to be both representative of the full VAO population and rigorous in eliminating
bias in the data collection methodology. DMDC has been conducting this survey since 2008, and has sought to
provide consistent and timely data for evaluation purposes regarding VAO activities, training and knowledge of
FVAP services.
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1.3|VAO Research Topics and Key Findings

This report evaluates the VAO program and the effectiveness of FVAP products and services provided to VAOs
using the 2016 PEVS-VAO, by focusing on three key topics specific to the VAO population:

* In-person and online VAQ training
* Interaction between VAOs
* Resource use

Behavior in these three areas was assessed by comparing survey frequencies with VAO demographics, and by
using logistic regression and ordinal logistic regression. Because 2016 was the first year that IVAOs and IVA
Office Staff were included in the PEVS-VAO, this analysis also focuses on the differences between UVAOs and
IVAOs and IVA Office Staff in behavior, preferences and opinions. However, due to the limited number of IVA
Office Staff respondents, they were combined with IVAO respondents for the analysis. This means that although
comparisons could be made between UVAOs and IVAOs, less can be said about the nuanced differences
between IVAOs and IVA Office Staff.

Overall, this analysis found that VAOs are satisfied with the training available to them, confident in their ability to
perform their duties and frequently use the resources available to them. The most prominent negative feedback
was regarding the FVAP portal’s user interface. VAOs tended to prefer in-person training to online training, and
preferred the online version of the Guide to the hard copy—although a large share of VAOs still preferred the hard
copy, and satisfaction was still high for both versions.

1.4 | Overview of Report

This report begins with four analysis sections devoted to the VAO population. The first analysis section briefly
summarizes the demographic makeup of VAOs in 2016 and provides an overview of the analysis methodology
used in this report. The second analysis section reviews VAO training and responsibilities to examine VAOs’
preferences for the different types of training. Next, in the third analysis section, the report analyzes how VAOs
interact with each other, and how this interaction varied across a range of characteristics of the VAOs. The last
analysis section reports on VAO use of two VAO-specific resources and their satisfaction with them. Following
these analyses, the report describes the complete survey methodology of the 2016 PEVS-VAO data collection.
This section begins by describing the design of the PEVS-VAO and the how the survey was updated to answer
new research questions. Next, the survey administration section discusses how the survey was programmed,
fielded and quality checked. The methodology section ends by reporting the sampling and weighting of the
survey, including how the survey was sampled to serve as a census of VAOs in the FVAP portal and the overall
response rate for the PEVS-VAO. The report concludes with a discussion of what these analyses mean for
improving FVAP resources and services for VAOs, recommendations for future research and limitations of these
analyses. Appendix C displays the survey instrument, and Appendix D contains the email communications sent
to PEVS-VAO sample members. Finally, Appendix E of the report includes the full descriptive survey results for
each question of the 2016 PEVS-VAOQ, including each question broken out by VAO type and Service.
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It is important to describe the general population of Voting Assistance Officers (VAO) before moving into more
detailed research questions. This section provides a demographic overview of the VAO population and then
follows with an overview of the methodology used in the next three analysis sections.

2.1|VAO Demographics

Beyond Service Voting Assistance Officers (SVAOs), there are three types of VAOs: Unit Voting Assistance Officers
(UVAO), Installation Voting Assistance Officers (IVAO), and Installation Voter Assistance Office Staff (IVA Office
Staff). Of the 1,900 survey respondents to the 2016 PEVS-VAO, 86 percent were UVAOs, 13 percent were IVAOs,
and 1 percent was IVA Office Staff. Because of the small number of IVA Office Staff, their survey responses were
combined with the IVAOs and are henceforth referred to simply as IVAOs.1

Table 2.1 summarizes the demographics of VAOs by VAO type. The frequencies were weighted to be more
representative of the full VAO population. The weighting methodology is discussed in the Methodology section.
Overall, a higher proportion of UVAOs were active duty military (ADM) compared with IVAOs or IVA Office Staff,
and tended to skew younger. Of the VAOs that were ADM, nearly half were in the Air Force. ADM UVAOs were far
more likely to be in the Army than ADM IVAOs, whereas ADM IVAOs were far more likely to be in the Navy.

1|VA Office Staff differ from IVAOs in a number of ways. IVA Office Staff do not oversee the activities of UVAOs and may also occupy dual roles of
managing on-base Common Access Card (CAC) offices or other services. IVAOs are not all associated with managing a specific IVA Office. Despite
these limitations, IVAOs and IVA Office Staff are demographically similar and receive similar training, which helps justify the assumption to

combine these two categories of VAOs in this report.
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Table 2.1: VAO Demographics by VAO Type

VAO Type

Demographic

18-24 7% <1%

25-29 22% 8%

Age 30-34 24% 14%
35-44 34% 30%

45+ 14% 47%

ADM 85% 46%

Type Civilian 11% 53%
National Guard/Reserve 5% 2%

Not Deployed 12% 9%

Overseas 11% 18%

Deployment
u.s. 76% 73%
Ship <1% -
Air Force 46% 47%
Army 26% 1%
Service
Coast Guard 1% 1%
Marine Corps 10% 10%
Navy 17% 41%
African American 13% 17%
Hispanic/Latino 10% 11%
Ethnicity

White 69% 69%

Other 8% 3%

Note: Service and Ethnicity variables limited to ADM only.

Most VAOs were assigned, with 31 percent volunteering for the position. UVAOs and IVAOs volunteered at similar
rates (31 and 29 percent, respectively). Civilians and ADM located overseas were more likely to have

volunteered to be VAOs. Of the ADM VAOs, Air Force and Navy members were more likely to volunteer.

2.2 | Analysis Methodology

In the analysis sections that follow, VAOs’ performance and their satisfaction with the VAO program in the 2016
General Election were primarily evaluated by comparing survey responses across various demographics of
interest and responses to other survey questions. Logistic and ordinal logistic regressions were used to
determine which variables are correlated with certain behaviors. For survey questions with binary responses,
such as whether or not the respondent took a certain type of training, logistic regression was appropriate. For
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survey questions with more levels, in which the order of the responses mattered, ordinal logistic regression is
appropriate. For example, UVAOs’ satisfaction with their interactions with IVAOs had five levels: very
dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neither satisfied or dissatisfied, satisfied, and very satisfied—and there is a clear linear
progression to them.

The two continuous variables, experience and age from the Active Duty Master File (ADMF), were centered so
that the mean was equal to zero to facilitate the interpretation of the regression results, which are presented in
this report as predicted probabilities. For example, to compare the predicted probability for IVAOs against the
predicted probability for UVAOs for a given regression, all other control variables were held constant. The default
method of calculating predicted probabilities holds continuous variables at 0. No VAOs are going to be O years
old, so it is not a meaningful age to use as the default for VAOs. By centering the average age and experience at
0, when the predicted probabilities are calculated, they more closely reflect the average VAO. All the frequencies
and regression results presented in this report are weighted. The calculation of the survey weights is discussed
in the Sampling and Weighting section.

As with any study using this methodology, all categorical comparisons of regression results discussed in this
report are made against the baseline level. In Table A1 in Appendix A, the baseline comparison is the level
assigned to “O” for binary variables and “1” for categorical levels. For instance, if being a UVAO had a significant,
positive correlation with the dependent variable “online training satisfaction,” that would mean that UVAOs were
more likely than the baseline comparison group—or IVAOs—to have that dependent variable outcome: being
more satisfied with training. If a unit size of 150-199 has a significant and positive correlation, this means it is
significantly different from zero compared to the baseline level, which is a unit size of 1-49. One cannot
necessarily draw any conclusions about the relationship between two categories that do not include the baseline
group.

In addition to the demographic questions asked in the survey, additional variables were merged from the ADMF
for use in models of VAO behavior and opinions. However, this file contained data only on ADM respondents,
and 23 percent of respondents to the VAO survey were federal civilians, federal reservists, or National Guard
members. Furthermore, not all ADM respondents had ADMF data due to how they were matched to the file.
Survey respondents were matched to ADMF data by email address, but email addresses were not available for
every ADM respondent to the VAO survey. The match rate for ADM respondents to the ADMF was 84 percent,
thus the ADMF data were available for 69 percent of respondents.

Given that the ADMF data were only available for a subset of PEVS-VAO survey respondents, two versions of each
model were estimated: one of all eligible respondents, and one of ADM respondents that could be matched with
the ADMF. Using this methodology, one model could have a large sample size but would have fewer controls,
and the other would be able to control for variables that only appear in the ADMF, in addition to anything asked
on the survey, but would be limited to a subset that may be less representative of the population. By examining
the model results in tandem, a better understanding of the factors that are correlated with different behaviors
can be determined. Table A1l in Appendix A describes all the control variables used in the models throughout
this analysis. These variables were selected to control for the variety of ways that VAOs might vary in their

preferences, experiences, current circumstances and duties as a VAO.
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VAQO Training

3.1]|Introduction

IVAOs and UVAOs play a critical role in the process of providing information to UOCAVA voters, and assisting them
as they seek to exercise their right to vote in federal elections. VAOs are assigned a number of important
responsibilities: to be aware of voting procedures and deadlines, to facilitate awareness among potential voters
about upcoming elections and to make sure that their location is well supplied with all of the materials that
voters might need for an upcoming election. As they are sometimes located abroad and in distant locations, they
must be prepared to help potential UOCAVA voters well in advance of an election—as well as help those who
might have last-minute requests and difficulties exercising their right to vote. The quality of the training that
VAOs receive directly impacts their ability to perform their myriad of duties, so it is vital to assess VAO
satisfaction with the trainings available to them, and to identify any aspects of the training that could be
improved.

This section assesses the effectiveness of the VAO trainings in 2016 based on responses to the 2016 PEVS-VAO.
This analysis includes investigating when VAOs attended training, which trainings VAOs were aware of and which
ones they attended, which training format VAOs preferred and why, and how satisfied VAOs were with the various
trainings. Results show that respondents were satisfied with all the training types, and although the online
training was by far the most common choice, a majority of respondents stated a preference for the in-person
training. This section concludes with recommendations for improving VAO training, mainly focused on improving
accessibility and availability, such as providing the in-person training in more locations and increasing marketing
of the training dates.

a. Research Questions

This section analyzes a number of research questions related to VAO training:

*  When did VAOs attend training?
*  Which type of training do VAOs prefer and why?

*  What factors are associated with participating in FVAP in-person and online VAO training?

2016 POST-ELECTION VOTING SURVEY OF VOTING ASSISTANCE OFFICERS: TECHNICAL REPORT >
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3.2 | FVAP In-Person and Online VAO Training

The training sessions available to VAOs seek to assist them with their responsibilities and to help them become
knowledgeable about the issues associated with the absentee voting process for UOCAVA voters, to ensure that
they know all of the various mechanisms that potential voters can use to obtain election materials and their
ballots—either directly from their local or State election officials, or using the Federal Post Card Application
(FPCA) or the Federal Write-In Absentee Ballot (FWAB)—and to help potential voters avoid problems with their
voting materials. The training sessions for the 2016 General Election guided participating VAOs through each of
these issues.

Successful VAOs also need to keep potential voters and themselves aware of current and upcoming elections
and how to obtain additional information. VAOs should be able to efficiently answer UOCAVA voting process
guestions and point others in the right direction for further information. Training ensures that VAOs have a solid,
unifying background of knowledge and best practices, and guarantees that those participating are aware of the
latest tools and resources at their disposal. In particular, recent training materials have stressed how to use and
navigate the FVAP portal, which was introduced in 2014.

IVAOs and UVAOs have differing duties, so the contents of their training materials differ as well. Whereas UVAOs
aim to assist UOCAVA voters in their unit, IVAOs both provide assistance and aim to coordinate the voting
programs conducted by UVAOs. Different responsibilities and subsequently differing training materials are
important because they may result in varying voting assistance outcomes between VAO types.

The UVAO training is more utilitarian in terms of implementing the UOCAVA voting process. The training provides
materials on a granular level, expecting that ultimately, UVAOs will be able to help individual UOCAVA voters
through every step in the voting process. The training materials cover each step of the voting process in a linear
fashion, beginning with voter eligibility and ending with possible reasons for form rejection. Individual forms
such as the FPCA and the FWAB are discussed in detail as well as different submission methods for these
materials. Usage of the FVAP portal is briefly covered in terms of access, account creation, and basic use and
navigation. Overall, UVAO training is more direct and functional.

IVAO in-person training, in contrast, emphasizes a more comprehensive view of their respective duties. The tone
is much more consumer facing and emphasizes treating voters as customers. Unlike the UVAO training, the IVAO
material stresses self-empowerment and creativity. For example, there are tips and suggestions on how to foster
and maintain positive relationships with voters and their families and to spur voter outreach and participation.
Expectations of IVAOs and IVA Offices are also explicitly listed and discussed. The FVAP portal is also explored in
much greater detail than in the UVAO training. The material discusses what metrics to input, their different
types, and walks through each specific input page with relevant examples.

3.3 | Methodology

This section uses the results of the 2016 PEVS-VAO along with variables appended from the ADMF to answer the
three key research questions associated with VAO training. In addition to reporting responses to the survey

broken out by demographics and responses to other survey questions, several models were estimated to further
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investigate which VAOs took or did not take the different types of training, if there was a difference between
training attendance and training preference, and who found the trainings more or less useful. Although there are
three types of VAO training available—FVAP in-person, FVAP online and training provided by each Military
Service—this analysis focuses on FVAP in-person and online trainings, as they were more standardized than the

military-provided training and more is known about them.

The first three sets of logistic models were estimated to examine which factors were most closely associated with
the choice training type (FVAP in-person, FVAP online and Military Service training). These models were limited to
respondents who were aware of the given training method. In addition to the control variables listed in
Appendix A, the models controlled for the responses to the five questions about which method of training
respondents preferred. Two of these questions were contingent on which training method respondents preferred
and were recoded so the scales were comparable across all respondents. The first was “I believe this training is
more convenient” and the second was “I believe this training provides higher quality information.” The questions
were recoded so that the former measured whether respondents found the online training more convenient, and
the latter measured whether they believed the in-person training provided higher quality information. Logistic
models were also estimated to determine which training method respondents preferred. These models
controlled for the variables in the table in Appendix A, but did not include the follow-up questions on training
preference reason. Another pair of models was estimated using respondents who preferred the in-person
training to learn more about why some VAOs did not attend the in-person training. This analysis was done by
modeling in-person training participation again, but limiting it to respondents who preferred the in-person

training.

Finally, three sets of models used ordinal logistic regression (OLR) to determine how useful respondents found
the three training types. The results of all these regressions are discussed in the following sections, and detailed
results from the regressions are located in Appendix B.

3.4|Results

a. VAO Training Attendance

In 2016, out of all respondents, 36 percent attended the in-person training, 87 percent took the online training
and 35 percent attended training provided by their Service. More than half of VAOs took more than one type of
training. Although online training was the most common choice, respondents were most satisfied with the in-
person training, and 61 percent reported that if given a choice they would prefer an in-person workshop. Only
73 percent were aware of the in-person training workshops or of training provided by their Service, compared to
95 percent awareness of online training. VAO satisfaction with the training could be improved in the future by
increasing awareness of those training options.

Awareness of the available training was higher across the board for IVAOs compared to UVAOs, particularly for in-
person training. In particular, although 79 percent of IVAOs were aware of in-person training, only 56 percent of
UVAOs were aware of it. UVAOs who were aware of the in-person training were much more likely to prefer it over
online training than UVAOs who weren’t aware of it—68 percent compared to 50 percent—again indicating that

satisfaction with VAO training could be improved by increasing the awareness of in-person training.
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Compared to 2014, awareness of and attendance at all three training programs decreased in 2016 among
UVAOs, as shown in Table 3.1. Of the UVAOs who were aware of the in-person training, attendance was higher in
2016 at 61 percent, compared to 57 percent in 2014. Among UVAOs who were aware of them, attendance of
the online and military-provided training declined slightly in 2016.

Table 3.1: UVAO Training Awareness and Attendance in 2014 and 2016

Aware of Training Attended Training
2014 2016 2014 2016
In-Person 73% 55% 42% 34%
Online 97% 95% 91% 87%
Military Provided 61% 56% 42% 35%

Note: Data reported in this table is limited to UVAOs.

In-person training for UVAOs in 2016 was available January through June, and the highest training attendance
months were March (23 percent) and April (21 percent). Although IVAOs had slightly different months when in-
person trainings were offered, they also followed the same pattern of attendance as UVAOs, with 58 percent of
IVAOs attending in-person training in March and April. In-person training was least popular among IVAOs in
August, with only a 9-percent attendance rate, which could be because the August IVAO trainings were added
late to the training schedule and fewer VAOs may have been aware of their availability.

This higher rate of in-person training attendance in the spring can be explained by the fact that domestic training
sessions were offered most often in March and April, and 21 of the 23 sessions held in March and April were in
domestic locations. Although May did have one more training session available, 54 percent of those were

hosted in international locations, where attendance may have been less feasible.

In-person training availability also varied considerably by Service. There were 31 in-person VAO trainings at Army
installations, which was the most across the Services, followed by the Air Force with 25, the Navy with 14, and
finally the Marine Corps with six. VAOs in the Army also had a very high attendance rate for the in-person training
at 62 percent, compared to 31 percent in the Air Force, 28 percent in the Navy, and just 15 percent in the
Marine Corps. Attendance records from 2012 and 2014 also showed that although training attendance
increased for the Army, Air Force, and Navy, it declined slightly for the Marine Corps. Similar attendance records
were not available for 2016. VAOs in the Army were also the most likely to be aware of the in-person training,
with 74 percent reporting they were aware of it, whereas roughly half of VAOs in the Air Force, Marines Corps and

Navy were not aware of it.

b. VAO Training Preferences

As displayed in Figure 3.1, VAOs’ preference for in-person or online training was associated with perceptions
about the style of these trainings. Nearly all respondents who preferred in-person training wanted to be able to
ask questions and preferred hands-on learning. Eighty-nine percent of respondents who preferred in-person
training also thought it provided higher quality information. Among those who did not attend the in-person
training, 17 percent reported that it was too far away for them to attend. In contrast, convenience was clearly a
driving factor for the 39 percent of respondents who preferred online training to in-person training. None of the
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other statements resonated strongly with those who took the online training, and only half of them thought it

provided better information than the in-person training.

However, convenience alone does not fully explain in-person training attendance, as 17 percent reported
receiving training from another source, 13 percent reported not needing training, and 48 percent said they did
not attend training due to some other reason. Despite the fact that nearly half of respondents to that question
said they did not attend the training for some other reason, only one respondent left a comment about how the
VAO training could be improved. This respondent’s suggestion was to increase the advertising and accessibility
of VAO training, which supports the findings from the rest of the survey. Still, 10 percent of respondents did not
take the in-person training nor did they provide any insight as to why. Increasing awareness and availability of
the training options is an important first step to improving VAO satisfaction, but future surveys should continue to
probe into what prevents VAOs from taking the in-person training.

Figure 3.1: Training Preference by Reason

Training Preference

In-Person Online

Prefer to ask questions A

Prefer repeating information -

- Strongly agree
. Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

. Disagree

. Strongly disagree

Prefer hands-on learning A

More convenient 4

Higher quality 4

0% 25%  50%  75% 100%0% 25%  50%  75% 100%

Percent

o

In addition to being the preferred training method, VAOs who took the in-person training also found it the most
helpful, as visualized in Figure 3.2. All three of the trainings were well received by VAOs, with more than half of
respondents finding each VAO training type either useful or very useful, but the in-person training was viewed as
very useful by more than half of respondents, compared to 30 percent for the online training and 35 percent for

the military-provided training.
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Figure 3.2: Usefulness of Training Types

Usefulness of Training Types

Cnlineq
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The regression results of in-person training satisfaction found that both VAOs who volunteered as well as civilians
were significantly more likely to be satisfied with the training, as were IVAOs, controlling for all other factors. Of
the ADM respondents, VAOs who were Black non-Hispanic were significantly more likely than White VAOs to find
the training useful. For the online training, both VAOs who volunteered as well as older respondents were
significantly more likely to find the online training useful, and ADM respondents with an advanced degree found
it less useful than ADM respondents with a high school degree. Detailed results of these regressions are located

in Appendix B.

Although Service was not significantly correlated with training usefulness for any of the training types, there were
some variations in the predicted probability of training satisfaction across the Services. ADM VAOs in the Navy
were the most likely to find the in-person training very useful, with a predicted probability of 59 percent,
compared to 50 percent for VAOs in the Air Force, 43 percent for those in the Army, and 38 percent for those in
the Marine Corps. VAOs in the Navy were also more likely to find the online training very useful, with a predicted
probability of 36 percent, compared to 27 percent for those in the Army, 25 for the Air Force and just 19 percent
for those in the Marine Corps.

Overall, respondents were quite satisfied with the three types of training. However, in-person training was clearly
the favorite of VAOs by a number of metrics. Satisfaction could be improved in future election cycles by ensuring
that VAOs are not only aware of the in-person training, but have access to it. This accessibility could be

accomplished by increasing the number of installations that provide opportunities for in-person training.

c. Attending FVAP In-Person and Online VAO Training

As displayed in Table B1 in Appendix B, VAOs were significantly more likely to take the in-person training if they
were deployed, younger, an IVAO, or a UVAO stationed with multiple other VAOs when controlling for all other
factors. VAOs stationed overseas or on a ship had a predicted likelihood of 82 percent of attending the in-person
training, and VAOs stationed in the United States had a predicted likelihood of 79 percent, compared to 61
percent for non-deployed VAOs, as visualized in Figure 3.3. The number of respondents stationed on ships was
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too small to disaggregate their predicted probability from other respondents stationed overseas. VAOs were also
significantly more likely to take the training if they believed it provided higher quality information or was more
convenient than the online training. Other demographic variables, whether or not they preferred hands-on
learning, being able to repeat information, or being able to ask questions, were not statistically significant.

Figure 3.3: Percentage Attending VAO In-Person Training, by Deployment
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B1 of the likelihood of attending VAO in-person
training, weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those of

the population.

When limiting the model to ADM respondents, holding all other variables constant, VAOs in the Army were twice
as likely as those in the Air Force to take the in-person training, and those with a Master’s Degree or higher were
1.4 times more likely compared to those with a high school degree. With a predicted probability of 19 percent,
those in the Marine Corps were the least likely to take the in-person training, controlling for all other factors.
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Figure 3.4: Percentage Attending VAO In-Person Training, by Service
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B1 of the likelihood of attending VAO in-person
training, weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those of

the population. Coast Guard VAOs are not displayed because too few cases remained in the model.

Less experienced VAOs were more likely to take the FVAP online training, but no other variables were significantly
correlated with online training attendance. This finding is not surprising, as 91 percent of those who were aware
of the VAO online training took it. As a result, there were only a few respondents available to analyze who opted

not to take the online training.

d. VAO Training Preference

To learn more about the form of training preferred by VAOs, the model displayed in Table B4 in Appendix B
analyzes the demographic correlates of VAOs’ preference for in-person training over online training. Those who
preferred the in-person training were significantly more likely to be deployed, IVAOs or older when controlling for
all other factors. Of the UVAOs, those in a unit of fewer than 50 permanent military members were significantly
more likely to prefer the online training than UVAOs in larger units. When limiting the model to ADM
respondents, VAOs with advanced degrees, in the Marine Corps, and who are White were all significantly more

likely to prefer the online training over the in-person training.

Respondents who were IVAOs or deployed were significantly more likely to both prefer and attend the in-person
training, but the other correlates differed. Notably, ADM respondents in the Marine Corps or with a degree in
higher education were significantly more likely to attend the in-person training, but significantly less likely to
prefer it to online training. Given the differences in content and overall tone between the UVAO and IVAO in-
person training, it is reasonable that the preference for the in-person training varied between the two VAO types,
as displayed in Figure 3.5. Controlling for other factors, Marines were also the least satisfied of the Services with

both the in-person and online VAO training. An open-ended question in future versions of the survey asking
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respondents why they preferred one training method to the other could help shed light on why the in-person
training was less popular among UVAOs and Marines. Respondents could also be asked more detailed
questions about their experiences with the training they attended.

Figure 3.5: Preference for In-Person Training by VAO Type
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B4 of the likelihood of preferring in-person training,
weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those of the

population.

A final model examined why the factors that were correlated with those who prefer the in-person training differed
from the factors correlated with actually attending the in-person training. Of the VAOs who preferred the in-
person training, those who did not attend it were more likely to be UVAOs, not deployed or the only UVAO in their
unit. Of the ADM VAOs who preferred the in-person training, those in the Marine Corps were more likely than
those in the Air Force to not attend the training, and those in the Army, with a Bachelor’'s Degree, or in a unit with
100-149 permanent military members were more likely to attend the training.

The reoccurring significance of VAO type again reinforces the importance of a deeper investigation of the
differences in the in-person training for UVAOs and IVAOs. Geography was also a key factor associated with
VAOs’ preference for in-person training, but not attending it. This supports the findings from earlier sections that
accessibility affected VAOs’ attendance of the in-person training. The correlation between attending in-person
training and the number of UVAQOs, as well as with unit size, in the ADM model could be an indicator that larger
bases had more frequent or accessible training, or that having other VAOs nearby made it easier for UVAOs to
remember to attend the in-person training or to secure transportation to it. Further research should be
conducted to learn more about how both the accessibility and the content of the trainings varied across Services

and bases, particularly for those in the Marine Corps.
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3.5 | Discussion

This section evaluates FVAP in-person and online training for UVAOs and IVAOs. It has found a number of
important findings, including:

e Training awareness and attendance declined somewhat from 2014, although respondents were predominantly
satisfied with the training provided to them.

e VAOs were significantly more likely to take the in-person training if they were deployed, younger, an IVAO or a UVAO
stationed with multiple other VAOs.

*  VAOs who preferred in-person training primarily reported a preference for hands-on training or a desire to ask
questions, whereas those preferring online training felt it was more convenient. There is evidence indicating that
satisfaction with the in-person training could be improved by offering it at more locations.

* Those who preferred in-person training were significantly more likely to be deployed, IVAOs or older.

*  VAOs in the Marine Corps were more likely to prefer the online training than VAOs in the other Services, but were also
the least likely to be satisfied with both the in-person and online training,.

FVAP could improve the accessibility and availability of in-person VAO training in future elections in a number of
ways. FVAP could increase marketing efforts to publicize the in-person training dates and locations or encourage
SVAOs and IVAOs to send reminders to UVAOs about these trainings. Training locations could also be
determined using a more systematic geographic sampling approach to ensure that each location is chosen to
maximize VAO attendance, while balancing FVAP resources.

In addition to scheduling improvements, FVAP could also make improvements to the content of the UVAO and
IVAO training materials. The IVAO in-person training currently covers topics like relationship building, duties and
FVAP portal usage. By contrast, UVAO training has more detail about form usage, but a structure and tone that
mirrors the IVAO training materials would be beneficial. The UVAO training materials should be modified to
encourage attendees to be proactive and creative in their interactions with UOCAVA voters. In addition, the FVAP
portal should be explored in more detail. Both training materials should also emphasize collaboration with other
VAOs and not just other UOCAVA voters.

The differences in the content of the UVAO and IVAO trainings should be emphasized, as it could not be
completely controlled for in comparisons of training attendance and satisfaction across demographics other than
VAO type. Further research should be conducted on the variation in training attendance and satisfaction among
UVAOs and IVAOs separately to learn more about what VAOs liked and did not like about the two separate
trainings. Additionally, since IVAOs were required to take both the UVAO and IVAO training, future versions of the
survey should either allow IVAOs to report training awareness, attendance, preference, and satisfaction for both
the UVAO and IVAO training, or should specify that IVAOs should only report on their experiences with the IVAO

training.

Although the research identified room for improvement in the training available to VAOs in the Marine Corps, it
did not identify the cause of the lower attendance rates and satisfaction. However, the low level of awareness of
the in-person training for VAOs in the Marine Corps might be an indicator that increasing awareness of the
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trainings available to Marines could improve their experience in future elections. Further research should also
be conducted to explore the differences between VAO training availability across the Services to improve the
experience of VAOs in the Marine Corps in future elections.

Finally, future research should evaluate whether VAOs can obtain the necessary transportation to in-person
trainings. These improvements and future research by FVAP can ensure that VAOs will be able to attend the type
of training that suits them best, helping them to better perform their duties in ensuring ADM and their spouses
can exercise their right to vote. Although the reason some VAOs were not able to attend the in-person training is
not discernable from this survey, future versions of the survey could include an open-ended question asking all
respondents how the VAO training could be improved, rather than limiting it to respondents who were aware of
the in-person training but did not attend it.
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VAOQO Interaction

4.1 |Introduction

In order to provide voting assistance to UOCAVA voters, VAOs can rely on the FVAP in-person and online training
or on their access to FVAP resources such as the Voting Assistance Guide (Guide) and FVAP.gov. However, some
VAOs may find that the most effective way for them to resolve issues is to learn from other VAOs. It is important
for FVAP to facilitate this VAO communication among VAOs. These communications might help VAOs quickly
answer questions that they may not be able to resolve with reference to their training or other materials, or they
might focus on issues that arise that might be new or unusual. Increasing substantive communication among
VAOs also extends the reach of FVAP training by enabling VAOs to share training information with other VAO
contacts. Thus, it is important for FVAP to evaluate how VAOs interact and whether they are using their
connections with other VAOs to share information and get questions resolved.

This section examines questions about these communications in more detail, and seeks to better understand
how and why VAOs communicate with other VAOs. Importantly, the analysis found that there is frequent
communication among IVAOs: 36 percent of IVAOs reported daily contact with at least one other VAO. Not
surprisingly, much of this communication was via email, although in situations in which there are multiple VAOs
in close geographic proximity, there is in-person communication between VAOs. This section concludes with
recommendations on how to improve the quality of VAO interactions and how to better understand VAO
interactions with future changes to the survey instrument or future qualitative research.

a. Research Questions

This section analyzes a number of research questions related to interaction between IVAOs and UVAOs:
*  What resources do IVAOs distribute to UVAOs?

e By what mode do UVAOs and IVAOs communicate and how often?

*  How does VAOQ interaction change in multiple UVAO units?
e How are communication mode and frequency of communication related to how satisfied UVAOs are with their IVAOs?

4.2 |Interaction Between VAOs

There is little FVAP research regarding how VAOs communicate among themselves, what types of information
they seek and share, or what questions they ask when they communicate with other VAOs. Furthermore, FVAP
has not previously studied which VAOs are more likely to seek out information from their colleagues and peers
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and how effective they perceive it is to take advantage of their personal and professional networks for problem

solving compared to seeking answers through more formal channels.

Although both the IVAO and UVAO trainings highlight the importance of networking and building relationships,
they focus on the relationships between VAOs and UOCAVA voters and other groups on their installation, and not
the relationship between VAOs. The IVAO training makes no mention of communication with other VAOs, and
although the UVAOs are told that they can go to their SVAO for assistance, no mention of contacting IVAOs or IVA
Office Staff is made. As the first survey iteration contacting IVAOs and focusing on this interaction, the 2016

PEVS-VAO can answer these questions, as opposed to prior literature.

4.3 | Methodology

In addition to comparing survey responses across demographics—particularly VAO type—models were estimated
to learn more about the determinants of UVAO satisfaction with IVAOs and IVA Office Staff. UVAO satisfaction
with IVAOs and IVA Office Staff was recorded on a linear scale, from unsatisfied to very satisfied. One group of
interest in this section is VAOs who are stationed with other VAOs. This group is defined as either a UVAO with at
least one other UVAO in his or her unit, or IVAOs with an IVA Office in their installation.

UVAO satisfaction with IVAOs and IVA Office Staff is hypothesized to be correlated with both the mode of
communication that VAOs used for interaction and the frequency at which they interacted. VAOs were asked in
the PEVS-VAO what their primary mode of communication was with each type of VAO, including email, phone, in-
person and social media communication. UVAO responses about both IVAOs and IVA Office Staff were used to
define communication mode in this analysis. It is hypothesized that reliance on more personal forms of
communication such as in-person and phone communication should increase UVAO satisfaction with IVAOs
because they are associated with greater interpersonal conversations, increased likelihood for asking clarifying
questions and a greater likelihood of forming a meaningful VAO relationship. VAOs were also asked if they
communicated with each VAO type on either a daily, weekly, monthly, semi-annually or annual basis. UVAO
responses about both IVAOs and IVA Office Staff were used to define communication frequency. It is
hypothesized that UVAOs who communicated with IVAOs or IVA Office Staff on a daily or weekly basis should be
more satisfied with these VAOs. Increased communication frequency may be a proxy for greater interest in UVAO
daily tasks, increased resource sharing, or overall greater motivation by IVAOs to supervise UVAOs. These
hypotheses are tested while including the demographic control variables listed in Table A in the Appendix A.

4.4 | Results

a. IVAO Distribution of Resources to UVAOs

Comparison of resource distribution behaviors uncovered differences in how IVAOs and VAOs shared voting
resources and what resources they distributed. Generally, email was by far the most common mode of
information distribution, with 91 percent responding that they had forwarded emails containing voting
information to others. The next most common mode of resource distribution was posting information in places

such as physical bulletin boards. Social media was the least common sharing method overall; however, there
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was a large difference between social media use between IVAOs and UVAOs, as 32 percent of IVAOs shared
information via social media but only 7 percent of UVAOs did the same. IVAOs and UVAOs were also split on
which social media site they use most often for resource sharing. Overall, VAOs use Twitter and Facebook
almost equally, with 58 percent of respondents stating that they use Facebook and 60 percent stating that they
use Twitter. However, more IVAOs tended to share information using Facebook and more UVAOs shared

information via Twitter.

The four most commonly shared informational materials by VAOs were brochures, voting posters, wallet cards
and fact sheets. Each of these materials was shared more than 90 percent of the time by the VAOs that
received them. The least shared materials were informational videos, infographics, banners, the hard copy of
the Voting Assistance Guide (Guide), and the Digital Media Toolkit, although the sharing frequency was still very
high. The Digital Media Toolkit was shared by 79 percent of respondents. Ninety percent of IVAOs reported that
they shared the toolkit and informational videos with voters, and 77 percent of UVAOs shared the toolkit and
83 percent shared informational videos. Overall, IVAOs shared more resources across a greater variety of

platforms and ways than UVAOs.

Across the board, VAOs in the Army were the most likely to both request and receive materials, both compared to
the other Services and non-ADM VAOs. The most common request was for voting posters, with 66 percent of
VAOs in the Army requesting them, compared to 56 percent overall. The hard copy of the Guide and the
brochures were also more frequently requested by VAOs in the Army, with 55 percent requesting the hard copy of
the Guide and 54 percent requesting the brochures. Among VAOs who received the materials, those in the
Marine Corps were the most likely to share them. More than 90 percent of Marines who received the fact

sheets, voting posters, wallet cards and infographics shared them.

Table 4.1: Voting Materials Request by Service

All Respondents Air Force Army Marine Corps Navy

Brochures 45% 37% 54% 45% 41%

Fact Sheets 35% 29% 47% 33% 31%
Voting Posters 56% 46% 66% 63% 50%
Wallet Cards 29% 23% 32% 27% 24%
Hard Copy of the Guide 41% 33% 55% 46% 31%
Digital Media Toolkit 16% 12% 19% 13% 18%
Banners 23% 18% 23% 18% 16%
Informational Videos 14% 10% 15% 12% 15%
Infographics 15% 9% 20% 17% 16%

b. UVAO and IVAO Modes of Communication

Ninety percent of VAOs reported having some sort of communication with other VAOs, generally on at least a
monthly basis. Most chose to communicate via email, even if they were located on a base with other VAOs.

Figure 4.1 visualizes the variations in communication frequency by pairs of VAO type (e.g., UVAOs reporting on
their communication with IVA Office Staff, or IVAOs and IVA Office Staff reporting on their communication with
IVAOs). The rows are the VAO type of the respondent, and the columns are their VAO type they interacted with.
IVAOs had the most frequent contact with other VAOs compared to UVAOs and had particularly high
communication with other IVAOs. Fifty-eight percent of IVAOs reported being in at least weekly contact with other
VAOs, compared to 21 percent for UVAOs. IVAOs tended to communicate with other IVAOs daily and with UVAOs
monthly, whereas UVAOs typically communicated with all VAO types monthly.
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Figure 4.1: Communication Frequency Between VAOs by VAO Type
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At 36 percent, VAOs in the Army were the most likely to be in weekly contact with other VAOs, comparted to
30 percent for non-ADM VAOs, 22 percent for those in the Air Force, 19 percent for those in the Marine Corps
and those in the Navy, and 11 percent for those in the Coast Guard. Only 6 percent of VAOs in the Army and
7 percent of VAOs in the Air Force never had any contact with other VAOs, compared to 12 percent for non-ADM
VAOs. Fourteen percent of Marines and 18 percent of VAOs in the Navy never had contact with other VAOs.

As displayed in Figure 4.2, more than two-thirds of respondents primarily used email to communicate with each
of the three VAO types. In-person communication was most common between VAOs of the same type; it was the
primary form of communication for 30 percent of IVAOs when communicating with other IVAOs, and 29 percent
for UVAOs communicating with other UVAOs. No more than 13 percent of IVAOs and 7 percent of UVAOs
primarily used the phone to talk to any of the other VAO types.

Figure 4.2: Mode Preference for Communication between VAOs by VAO Type
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c. VAO Interaction in Locations with Multiple VAOs

Many VAOs were stationed with other VAOs, as demonstrated in Table 4.2. IVAOs and IVA Office Staff were more
likely than UVAOs to be in a location with multiple VAOs. VAOs in the Air Force and the Army were more likely
than VAOs in the other Services to be located with multiple VAOs.

Table 4.2: Collocation with Other VAOs by VAO Type and Service

Solitary VAO Multiple VAOs

All Respondents 32% 68%
UVAO 35% 65%
VAO Type .
IVAO/IVA Office Staff 12% 88%
Air Force 20% 80%
Army 24% 76%
Service Coast Guard 66% 34%
Marine Corps 36% 64%
Navy 52% 48%

Contact between VAOs was higher on bases with either multiple UVAOs or an IVA Office. Ninety-four percent of
VAOs located with other VAOs had some contact with other VAOs, compared to 81 percent for those not located
with other VAOs. They also were in contact more frequently, with 14 percent in daily contact with other VAOs,
compared to just 4 percent for those who were not stationed with other VAOs. The communication rate was even
higher for collocated IVAOs at 40 percent, whereas it was just 8 percent for collocated UVAOs.

Email remained the most common method of communication even on multiple VAO bases, although in-person
communication was slightly more frequent. For UVAOs sharing a base with other UVAOs, 63 percent primarily
communicated primarily with them via email, and 32 percent primarily communicated in person. For UVAOs not
on multiple VAO bases, 75 percent primarily communicated using email and 19 percent primarily communicating

in person.

d. Communication and UVAO Satisfaction with IVAOs

Two sets of models were estimated to study whether UVAOs’ satisfaction with their interactions with IVAOs and
IVA Office Staff was impacted by the frequency and primary mode of communication. The detailed results of
these regressions are located in Appendix B. The results were similar for communication with IVAOs and IVA
Office Staff. UVAOs were more satisfied if they communicated with IVAOs and IVA Office Staff more regularly; the
primary mode of contact did not matter. Figure 4.3 visualizes the results of this regression for communication
with IVAOs. The figure shows a strong, linear increase in the predicted satisfaction with IVAOs as the frequency of

communication increases.

UVAOs who were more satisfied with IVAOs were also more likely to have volunteered, been stationed in the
United States, and been on a base with multiple UVAOs. Of ADM respondents, UVAOs in the Army were more
likely than those in the Air Force to be satisfied with IVAOs. Controlling for other factors, the predicted probability
of being very satisfied with IVAOs was 47 percent for UVAOs in the Army, and 29 percent for UVAOs in the Air
Force. The predicted probability of being very satisfied with their interaction with IVAOs was 24 percent for
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UVAOs in the Marine Corps, and 34 percent for those in the Navy, but the differences between them and UVAOs

in the Air Force were not significant.

Figure 4.3: UVAO Satisfaction with IVAOs by Service
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B9 in Appendix B of the likelihood of UVAO satisfaction
with IVAOs, weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those

of the population.

UVAO satisfaction with IVA Office Staff had several of the same significant correlates as IVAO satisfaction. In
addition to being in more frequent contact with IVA Office Staff, satisfied UVAOs were also more likely to have
volunteered and be stationed in the United States. Volunteering could be an indicator of motivation, which might
be why they would want to engage with IVAOs and IVA Office Staff more regularly. UVAOs were also more likely to
be satisfied with IVA Office Staff if they were older or in a unit with fewer than 250 permanent military members,
neither of which was significantly associated with IVAO satisfaction.
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Figure 4.4: UVAO Satisfaction with IVAOs by Frequency of Communication
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B9 in Appendix B of the likelihood of UVAO satisfaction
with IVAOs, weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those

of the population.

4.5|Discussion

This section analyzes the interaction between UVAOs and IVAOs, particularly by mode and frequency of

communication, and reports a number of key findings:

*  VAOs primarily relied on email communication to interact with other VAOs, both for their primary form of

communication and when sharing resources.
* |[VAOs communicated most frequently and more often in person with other IVAOs than UVAOs.
* |VAOs typically communicated with UVAOs on a monthly basis and via email.

*  UVAOs were significantly more likely to be satisfied with IVAOs if they had more frequent communications with their
IVAOs, but the type of communication was not significant.

*  VAOs in the Marine Corps were in contact more frequently with other VAOs, and UVAOs in the Marine Corps were
significantly more likely to be satisfied with their communication with IVAOs.

*  VAOs in the Army were more likely to request voting materials than VAOs in the other Services and non-ADM VAOs.

These analyses show that VAOs who interact with one another, particularly in more personal ways, tend to be
more satisfied with their VAO interactions.
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These results suggest that FVAP could do more to facilitate three things: (1) increased frequency of all VAO
communication, (2) increased interpersonal communication between VAOs, and (3) ultimately increased cross-
VAO communication. In 2016, FVAP training encouraged VAOs to “build relationships,” typically with potential
UOCAVA voters, but did not exclusively discuss building relationships with other VAOs. It would be useful to
encourage IVAOs to foster greater relationships with their UVAOs and, conversely, for UVAOs to look to their peers

and their IVAOs when they have questions about providing assistance.

Future research should continue to explore what communication modes and frequency are most successful for
sharing information and forming relationships among VAOs. VAO interaction within the Marine Corps should be
studied in more depth to learn what is causing them to have higher VAO communication and higher satisfaction
with IVAOs. It would also be useful to study why VAOs tend to primarily communicate with VAOs of the same type,
to determine what barriers exist to communicating up and down the voting assistance hierarchy. This is also the
first year the PEVS-VAO has asked about VAO interaction. Future surveys or qualitative studies could ask more
specifically about what information is typically shared within communications and to evaluate the content quality

of interactions.
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VAQO Resources

5.1]|Introduction

A primary VAO responsibility is to provide potential UOCAVA voters with the information they need to vote in
federal elections. To successfully cast their ballot, UOCAVA voters need to know how to register to vote, request
and return their ballot, and the associated deadlines for their State so their registration, ballot request, or ballot
do not get rejected. These policies vary considerably by State, and sometimes vary between overseas citizens
and ADM as well. To help UOCAVA voters navigate the intricacies of the voting process and overcome any issues

they run into, FVAP provides resources specifically designed to assist and educate VAOs.

To make sure that VAOs are able to assist ADM and other eligible UOCAVA voters through the voting process, it is
crucial to evaluate the quality of the resources available to them. This evaluation includes ensuring that VAOs
know what resources are available, that they can easily access them and that they contain the answers to all the
questions VAOs might have. This section focuses on two FVAP resources particularly designed for VAOs: the
Voting Assistance Guide (Guide) and the FVAP portal.

a. Research Questions

This section analyzes a number of research questions related to FVAP voting assistance resources for VAOs:

* Do VAOs have a preference for the online or paper format of the Voting Assistance Guide (Guide)?
e What factors are associated with Guide type preference?
*  How can the Guide be improved for VAOs? Is all of the content necessary and useful?

*  How often do VAOs visit the FVAP portal to obtain voting assistance materials and report metrics?

5.2|Voting Assistance Guide and the FVAP Portal

Two of the key responsibilities of VAOs are to provide voting assistance to UOCAVA voters and to log their voting
assistance. The Voting Assistance Guide (Guide) has long been the primary voting assistance and information
resource for VAOs. Either in its print or online form, it contains a volume of important information and resources
for VAOs to use.
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The Guide has three parts. The first chapter contains general information about the absentee voting process,
with important step-by-step details about how to obtain, complete and return election materials and ballots. This
part also has a section with frequently encountered issues and step-by-step instructions for resolving them. The
second chapter of the Guide has detailed State-by-State information on absentee voting procedures. This
chapter includes all relevant and special State and territory voting deadlines and information needed to
complete the voting process. The third chapter of the Guide gives VAOs information about their responsibilities
and duties, how to promote voter awareness, and how to assist potential UOCAVA voters. This chapter provides
contacts and other resources for VAOs to consult for specific questions. It also has an appendix with handouts
(also available at FVAP.gov) that can be copied and provided to potential voters.

The FVAP portal was developed and made available to VAOs in 2014 as a central online access point for logging
voting assistance metrics and accessing voting assistance resources. VAOs are required to report their metrics
on a quarterly basis (except Army VAOs, who must report on a monthly basis). The portal has a data entry view,
along with a dashboard, which provides a more user-friendly way for VAOs to collect and retain data about the

services they are providing and gives them a visualization of their performance.

Both of these VAO-specific resources are critical for the effectiveness and efficiency of VAOs as they interact with
potential UOCAVA voters located all over the world. Thus, VAO self-evaluation of the usefulness of these
resources is an important component of the overall evaluation of the VAO program.

5.3 | Methodology

This section uses the results of the 2016 PEV-VAO to investigate what resources VAOs made use of, which VAOs
found the most helpful and what improvements could be made to these resources going forward. In addition to
survey response frequencies, open-ended comments were reviewed to identify specific frustrations shared by
VAOs and concrete ways the Guide and the portal could be improved. Preference for the online version over the
hard copy of the Guide was modeled off of a binary survey question that asked all respondents to select which of
the two versions they preferred. Logistic regression was used along with the control variables described in

Appendix A.

5.4 |Results

a. Online and Paper Guide Preference

There was a clear preference for the online version of the Guide, with 72 percent of respondents saying they
prefer it to the hard copy. Despite this preference, respondents were not dissatisfied with the hard copy of the
Guide. Of the 46 percent of VAOs that used the hard copy of the Guide, 88 percent found it useful, and
80 percent shared it with others—both strong indicators of its usefulness as a voting resource. Of those who
used the hard copy of the Guide and found the Guide useful overall (without specifying the type), 56 percent

found the hard copy useful, and additional 33 percent found it very useful.

Guide type preference varied slightly by whether or not VAOs were deployed, and where they were stationed.

Those who weren’t deployed had the highest preference for the online version at 78 percent, compared to
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73 percent for those stationed in the United States, 70 percent for those on ships, and 68 percent for those
located overseas. VAOs who preferred the online version of the Guide were also more likely to prefer the online
version of the VAO training than those who preferred the hard copy of the Guide, although the majority still
preferred the in-person training.

b. Guide Type Preference

The correlates of VAO Guide type preference are presented in Table B11 in Appendix B. Results show that
UVAOs were significantly more likely than IVAOs to prefer the online version of the Guide, as demonstrated in
Figure 5.1, but otherwise no other factors were statistically significant from zero. When controlling for all other
factors, UVAOs were 13.3 percentage points more likely to prefer the online Guide compared to IVAOs. ADM
VAOs stationed in the United States were significantly more likely than those that were not deployed to prefer the
hard copy of the Guide.

Figure 5.1: Guide Type Preference by VAO Type
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B11 of the likelihood of preferring the online version of
the Guide, weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those

of the population.

ADM respondents in the Army and Navy had a predicted probability of 64 percent and 78 percent, respectively,
of preferring the online version of the Guide, which were both significantly lower than the predicted probability of
84 percent for VAOs in the Air Force. The predicted probability was 78 percent for Marines and 71 percent for
those in the Navy, but neither was significantly different from VAOs in the Air Force.
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Figure 5.2: Guide Type Preference by Service
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Note: The percentages are the predicted probabilities from the model in Table B11 of the likelihood of preferring the online version of
the Guide, weighted, with all control variables held at their means so that the demographics of the sample more closely match those

of the population.

c. Usefulness of Guide Sections and Future Improvements

Overall, VAOs were quite satisfied with the Voting Assistance Guide, and many had suggestions for how it could
be improved. Ninety-four percent were aware of the Guide, and nearly 90 percent were confident in their ability
to use it to perform the duties. Of the 1,469 respondents who indicated that they had used the Guide, 426
provided written suggestions for improving it. They were not dissatisfied with any particular part of the Guide,
but there are sections of the Guide that could be expanded upon to establish even more satisfaction. For
example, respondents suggested tips for motivating others to vote, a section walking through common
scenarios, or examples of certain roadblocks UOCAVA voters might encounter in the voting process. In addition,
some suggested tabs for quicker reference in the physical copy of the Guide could also make referencing

sections quicker and easier.

Figure 5.3 displays how useful respondents found each of the Guide sections. The important dates and
deadlines section was the most helpful to VAOs, with 60 percent reporting that it was “very useful.”
Respondents found the other sections useful as well, with at least 40 percent of respondents finding them very
useful, supporting the comments left by respondents.
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Figure 5.3: Usefulness of Guide Sections
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d. FVAP Portal Use for Resources
Use of the FVAP portal was also quite high. Although respondents were confident in their ability to use the portal,

they were relatively more dissatisfied with it than the Guide. Ninety-six percent of respondents were aware of the
portal, and of the 88 percent who reported using it, 84 percent used it at least once a month and 15 percent
used it at least weekly. Nearly 90 percent of respondents were confident in their ability to use the portal.
Although only 3 percent of VAOs did not find the portal useful, they were more vocal about their displeasure with

the portal than the Guide when asked for open feedback in the survey.

Those who indicated that they found the FVAP portal to be somewhat useful or not useful were asked what
improvements they would like to see. The most resounding complaint about the FVAP portal was that it was
difficult to find, access and navigate. Some indicated that they had to meticulously inspect FVAP.gov to find the
link to the portal and others sifted through old emails to find a previously sent link. In addition, respondents
expressed annoyance with the password reset procedure and frequency at which they had to repeat this
process. However, on the topic of what additional services FVAP could provide to improve respondents’
experience with the portal, VAOs suggested that their experience with the portal could be improved by being sent

reminders to fill in voting metrics and by providing more extensive explanations of the portal in the VAO training.

It is worth highlighting that although respondents seemed relatively pleased with the portal based on their
responses to the portal usefulness question, the variety of open-ended comments suggested lower reported
satisfaction. Without the open-ended comments, there would have been no indication of VAOs’ frustrations with
the portal.
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Overall, VAOs would like for the FVAP portal to be more accessible and for the user interface to be restructured.
They would also like for more initial guidance and training on using the portal and reminders for when they will
need to access it.

5.5|Discussion

This section analyzes the type preferences, use, and satisfaction among UVAOs and IVAOs for two VAO-specific
voting assistance resources: the Voting Assistance Guide (Guide) and FVAP portal. It reports several key
findings, including:

e VAOs were aware of the voting resources they had available and confident in their ability to use them to perform their
duties.

*  VAOs were generally satisfied with the Guide, but they were relatively more critical of the portal.

*  UVAOs were significantly more likely to prefer the online version of the Guide than IVAOs, and ADM VAOs stationed in
the United States and those in the Army and Navy were more likely to prefer the hard copy of the Guide.

FVAP should consider focusing its resources on improving the portal and training VAOs to ensure that they have a
more favorable portal experience in future elections. Although there was a preference for the online version of
the Guide, enough VAOs still preferred the hard copy to a degree that FVAP should continue to make both readily
available to VAOs so they can choose whichever version they prefer. VAOs would also benefit from the inclusion

of general tips and tricks for addressing common barriers to UOCAVA voting in future versions of the Guide.

Future surveys can also improve how VAOs are asked about their satisfaction with the portal to better identify
VAOs who are dissatisfied with the portal. For example, multiple-choice questions about the portal could be
improved by including specific questions about VAOs’ experiences with the portal or by trying different response
options. For instance, FVAP could ask if respondents found navigating the FVAP portal “very easy,” “easy,”
“neither easy nor difficult,” “difficult,” or “very difficult.” There is literature that has found that asking the
questions in this way helps mitigate response bias, which could result in a more accurate estimate of VAO
satisfaction with the portal. Finally, the PEVS-VAO asked several questions about the hard copy of the Guide, but
none about the online version of the Guide, so questions could be added to the next version of the survey to
better understand the different ways that VAOs use the online and hard copies of the Guide, and why many VAOs
preferred the online version over the hard copy.
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Survey Design

The following section explains how the 2016 PEVS-VAO was modified from previous years and how the survey
was designed to meet specific goals.

6.1|Survey Goals

The main purpose of the 2016 PEVS-VAO was to collect data on all VAOs associated with the FVAP portal so that
FVAP can help them be more effective in their roles. Central to this purpose were three interrelated goals:
(1) learning how VAOs use FVAP products and services to assist UOCAVA voters, (2) evaluating VAO training over
time, and (3) estimating the level and type of assistance provided by VAOs.

6.2 | Changes to the PEVS-VAO

The previous PEVS-UVAO was modified in 2016 to decrease respondent burden, improve question
comprehension, answer new research questions and improve response distribution. Previously asked questions
related to frequency of using FVAP products, frequency providing assistance, number of times served as a VAO,
distance willing to travel to in-person training, UVAO forums and Guide CD-ROM were removed from the survey
based on preference or already answered research questions. The removal of these questions allowed space for
new research questions, which included questions on FVAP portal use and interaction, overall VAO confidence,
volunteering, additional outreach materials, reasons why VAOs did not use FVAP resources, months attended
FVAP training and IVAO-specific questions of offices and number assisted. Other questions were modified to
improve survey design. The 2016 survey consolidated many individual VAO resource questions into four grid
qguestions on awareness, receipt, use and usefulness. Relative response options were made into concrete
scales, five-point usefulness scales were converted to four-point scales, knowledge scales were converted to
confidence scales and double-barreled questions were split into individual questions. Background questions
were moved to the end of the survey instrument and questions that could be captured with administrative data
were removed. Where applicable, attempts were made to align the survey instrument with the 2016 PEVS-ADM
and 2016 PEVS-SEO, particular related to resource use.

Overall, the survey asked VAOs about key topics related to their (1) experience as a VAO, (2) training,

(3) confidence in their roles and responsibility, (4) level and type of assistance provided, (5) interaction with
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other VAOs, (6) experience with FVAP voting assistance resources, and (7) interaction with FVAP outreach
materials. The questionnaire contained 54 questions and was designed so the average respondent took
15 minutes to complete the survey.

These modifications to the survey were incorporated after going through multiple rounds of design and approval
by the research team and FVAP. The research team initially met with FVAP to discuss findings and lessons
learned from the 2014 PEVS-UVAO and the goals for 2016 PEVS-VAO. After revising the previous survey based
on outlined goals, the research team collectively edited the survey by rewording specific questions, adding and
removing response options, and rearranging the order of questions. The instrument was then reviewed by
experts at DMDC, staff at FVAP and ultimately approved by the FVAP Director. Following FVAP approval, the
survey instrument was submitted for DoD coordination in accordance with DoDlI 8910.01.
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. Survey Administration

The survey was administered from November 8, 2016, to January 9, 2017, for a total fielding period of 62 days.
As described in detail in this section, before administration, researchers programmed the survey and conducted
quality control checks on the materials. During the survey, researchers administered email communications,

answered email help desk inquiries and monitored survey response rates.

7.1|Programming

The survey was programmed as a web survey hosted on a .mil domain. FMG created the annotated
guestionnaire template and programmed the survey with its operations team via Verint's Enterprise Feedback
Management (EFM) online survey software. Before fielding, researchers tested the web instrument with sample
cases and adjusted for errors in programming, wording and incorrectly captured data. Immediately following the
first week of fielding, researchers analyzed initial cases to ensure data were being correctly captured.
Respondents who had navigated to the survey URL were greeted with a welcome screen and instructed to enter
their personalized ticket number that they received on their survey communications. Additionally, they had the
option to view FAQs and security information about the survey before viewing a privacy advisory.

7.2 Communications

Sample members received a notification email and up to eight additional emails communications inviting them
to take the 2016 PEVS-VAO. The email notification was sent by the respondent’s SVAO one week before the
survey opened. It informed sample members that they would receive a survey link via email, that the surveys
were “Official Business” and could be completed at home or their work station, and stressed the importance of

their feedback for improving the services FVAP provides to all VAOs.

The email communications included the respondents’ first and last name and were sent to the email address

associated with their FVAP portal account.2 These emails sought to emphasize elements that were likely to

2 |VAOs were responsible for adding their UVAOs’ email addresses to the FVAP portal. Once added, the UVAO had to confirm their account before
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increase response rates. The email announcement was sent on November 9, followed by seven email reminders
on November 15, November 21, November 28, December 6, December 16, December 28 and January 5. The
emails were purposefully varied by day of the week and by time of day sent. All email reminders were addressed
from UVAOSurvey@dmdc.osd.mil and signed by the Director of FVAP to add legitimacy to the request. Based on
positive feedback from focus groups, the emails emphasized language about “personally inviting” the

respondent. The emails were digitally signed using StrongMail email software.3

All sample members had access to an email survey help desk monitored by FMG. Sample members were
instructed to direct survey access problems to the help desk and could unsubscribe from future email reminders.
Otherwise, all sample members who had not yet completed the survey received all communications. VAOs who
indicated via the help desk that they were no longer serving in their position, but had served as a VAO in 2016,
were notified they were still eligible for the survey and were encouraged to participate based on the sample
design.

logging in, making them potentially eligible for the PEVS-VAO. Although emails varied among VAOs from .gov, .mil, and personal accounts, this

login process assumes that the email was correctly associated with the VAO.

3 Due to certain technical difficulties, the survey did not collect bounce-back notifications for bad emails.
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8.1| Target Population

The population of interest for the 2016 PEVS-VAO consisted of the VAOs from the Department of Defense in the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force, as well as the Coast Guard from the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) that assisted with the 2016 General Election. FVAP in 2014 created a portal designed to be used by all
VAOs, however, the VAOs pulled from this frame did not perfectly coincide with the entire target population.

8.2|Sampling Frame

For the previous (2014) iteration of this survey, SVAOs for the Navy and Marine Corps provided lists of all known
UVAOs for their respective Services. For the Army, Air Force, and Coast Guard, the survey used a list of UVAOs
who provided their information using the FVAP portal. For 2016, a list was used of VAOs (a change from just
UVAOs in 2014) who provided their information using FVAP’s data portal. The list of VAOs from the FVAP portal
was cleaned to remove any VAOs that had a bad email, had an “archived” status, or had not logged in to the
FVAP portal in 2016.4 Using this process, there were 5,466 VAOs, an increase from 4,123 in 2014. Although
these lists limit the frame to members who should have occupied the role of VAO during the 2016 General
Election, there is currently no way of collecting a perfectly accurate snapshot of all VAOs at a given time.
Therefore, some sample members may not have been VAOs during the 2016 election and the sampling frame
may not include some members who were 2016 VAOs. The sampling frame is not identical to the target
population for these reasons, which can introduce bias to survey estimates called coverage error. This potential
bias is recognized, but it is argued that this sampling frame of 5,466 VAOs is more closely aligned to the target
population than a frame created using the 2014 PEVS-VAO method. The change in the method to create a
sampling frame prevents a comparison between the 2014 and 2016 estimates.

4 A bad email is any email that doesn’t end in a valid extension. Archived status is when a VAO switches job roles to another VAO job, resulting in

two entries in the portal. The old entry is then set to “archived.” Lastly, if the VAO has not logged in from January 1, 2016, to November 8, 2016,

then he/she was cleaned from the list of VAOs.
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8.3|Sample Design

The 2016 PEVS-VAO was a census of the 5,466 UVAOs, IVAOs and IVA Office Staff identified by the FVAP data
portal.

8.4 |Sample Allocation

The total sample size was 5,466 VAOs, all of whom were considered eligible at the time the survey fielded. The
sample design was not formally stratified, but key reporting domain variables were identified and used for
weighting adjustments.

Table 8.1 shows the key variables from the population frame file that were used for stratification and
nonresponse adjustments (discussed later). Strata were created by crossing Service branch (five levels) by
paygrade (six levels). All VAOs were selected with certainty and had a sampling weight of 1. The final 2016

PEVS-VAO total sample size was 5,466. Table 8.2 provides the sample sizes by stratification variables.

Table 8.1: Variables for Stratification and Key Reporting Domains

Variable Variable Name Categories
Service Branch CSERVICE 1 - Army, 2 - Navy, 3 - Marine Corps, 4 - Air Force, 5 - Coast Guard
Paygrade CPAYGRP5 0 - Missing, 1 - E1-E4, 2 - E5-E9, 3 - W1-W5, 4 - 01-03, 5 - 04-06

Table 8.2: Sample Size by Stratification Variables

Stratification Variable

Marine

Corps

Air Force

Coast Guard

Sample 5,466 1,481 508 2,295 31
Paygrade
Missing 1,571 446 140 508 4
E1-E4 109 3 2 97 2
E5-E9 1,724 335 56 1,015 6
W1-W5 100 60 22 0 7
01-03 1,754 578 251 611 10
04-06 208 39 37 64 2

8.9 | Weighting

Analytical weights for the 2016 PEVS-VAO were created to account for unequal probabilities of selection and
varying response rates 