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ELECTIONS 2004: TARGET PRECINCT PROJECT ANALYSIS 
  

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The November 2004 general election seems a distant memory, with discussion and announcements 

already beginning for open seats in the 2006 election.  Nonetheless, the League builds on each 

election’s activities, looking back to determine what worked and what did not.  Then we look ahead to 

see what the membership might do differently the next time to increase issue and candidate awareness 

and encourage voter participation.  This month, the Making Democracy Work Committee is taking 

advantage of unit choice to provide a fact sheet giving more detailed  analysis of the target precinct 

project during the 2004 election cycle.  Later this spring we will also have the survey results of our 

October 2004 television taping project in cooperation with the Our Democracy, Our Airwaves 

Campaign.  The surveys currently are being analyzed by a volunteer graduate student and will be 

presented in a future newsletter article. 

 

The last page summarizes the Maryland and Montgomery County statistics submitted on the Election 

Day data survey requested of all states by the U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC).  The 

survey covers basic voting data, the use and problems associated with provisional and absentee ballots, 

voter registration and the availability and training of poll workers.  The EAC expects that this “first-

ever comprehensive data collection [will] yield valuable insights into the current status of election 

administration,” and help the commission determine progress toward the goals set out in the Help 

America Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA). 

 

TARGET PRECINCT PROJECT BACKGROUND 

 

The Making Democracy Work Committee decided to target our 2004 election efforts toward five 

precincts, to see if focusing on smaller population groups would make a discernible difference in 

citizen participation in the electoral process.  The five precincts chosen were among the lowest ranked 

25 in the county for both registration and turn-out in 2002 (see map on page 2).  Our final choices 

sought a different population mix in each precinct and covered as many congressional, legislative and 

councilmanic districts as possible.  We also selected smaller sized precincts to reduce the financial 

costs and volunteer needs to cover the precincts.   

 

We had limited success partnering with organizations and institutions at local events to increase voter 

awareness and involvement.  However, through the combined efforts of the League and  

events coordinated by the Multicultural Voter Empowerment Committee of the Montgomery 
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County Board of Elections, we conducted at least one event, and often many more, during both the 

primary and general election cycles in each of  the five precincts or at the closest elementary and  high 

school, library,  grocery stores, or community fair.  During the general election cycle, we focused more 

attention on three of the five precincts: 4-27 surrounding the Jewish Community Center in southern 

Rockville, precinct 5-2 on the eastern side of Burtonsville and 13-41 in east Silver Spring and Takoma 

Park.  We also sponsored a Board of Education candidates forum in Burtonsville.  Voters Guides were 

hand-delivered to all registered households in the five target precincts prior to the primary election, and 

then mailed to all registered households in the  five precincts in the general election.   

 

LWVMC 2004 Target Precincts:   
 4-27  surrounding the Jewish Community Center in southern Rockville  

4-28  in southern Twinbrook area of Rockville 

5-2   on the eastern side of Burtonsville  

 9-24  surrounding the Orchard Pond apartments in western Gaithersburg 

13-41 in east Silver Spring and Takoma Park 
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ANALYSIS STRATEGY 
 

LWVMC member Roald Schrack, a statistical veteran with long experience in analyzing Rockville 

election data, prepared an evaluation of our efforts using the precinct registration and voter history 

rolls from the Board of Election.  He compared the registration and participation levels of our five 

target precincts with five adjacent “control” precincts (4-7, 4-11, 5-21, 9-15 and 13-19) to see if our 

efforts made a discernible difference.  No special effort was made to match any of the voting records or 

demographics of our target precincts; the control precincts were selected solely on the basis of 

proximity to the target precincts.  

 

The data elements used in this analysis include voter number and address,  the voter history in 

Montgomery County for each of the latest five election cycles from 1996 through 2004 and the  

original date of registration in Montgomery County, which may or may not have been at an address in 

this precinct. 

 

CALCULATION RESULTS 
 

The variables shown in the first column in the spreadsheet (see page 4) were calculated for the 

League’s five selected precincts (4-27, 4-28, 5-2, 9-24 and 13-41) as well as a set of precincts 

immediately adjacent to the League districts to serve as “controls” (4-7, 4-11, 5-21, 9-15 and 13-19).  

The use of control precincts to determine the effect that the League had is superior to trying to compare 

the results of the 2004 election to the results of a previous election in the same district because of the 

changing overall participation from one election to the next and the changing population in a precinct 

from one election to the next. In some precincts there was a 30% change in population from one 

presidential election to the next, with new residents that may or may not have the same attributes that 

affect voting habits (e.g. age distribution, political affiliation, etc.).  

 

The data were collected for the individual precincts and for the combined sets. Only the data for the 

combined sets are shown in the spreadsheet on the following page of the fact sheet.  The data charts for 

each precinct, the comparison spreadsheet and accompanying research reports are available from the 

LWVMC office. 

 

The statistical boxes are greyed where the results obtained for the LWV precincts and the control 

precincts are too close to claim a difference: a) percentage of registered voters participating in the 2004 

election, b) percentage voting in 2004 that also voted in 2004 and c) percentage voting in 2004 that 

voted in both the primary and general elections in 2002.  The descriptor type is bolded when the 

League precincts show a clear improvement over the control precincts: a) percentage of registered 

voters in 2004 that did not vote in 2002 or 2000, b) percentage of all  registered voters that registered 

since 2002 election and c) percentage of these newly registered voters that voted in 2004.  Errors were 

assigned to the data on the basis of the normal bell shaped curve used in statistical analysis. There is 

good agreement with this approach if one takes the number of people that voted in the primary only as 

a measure of the relative uncertainty in the vote count.  
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Comparison of League Precincts with Control Precincts: 2004 Election 

LWV Control 
V=1, Those voting in General (G) election only 3366 5038

V=2, Those voting in Primary (P) election only 67 66

V=3, Those voting in both Primary and General elections 1132 1957

Vsum, sum of the above. 4565 7061

Vno, Those that did not vote in 2004 election 1565 1976

Rtot, Total registered voters 5816 8684

%V, Percent participation = Vsum / Rtot 78 +/- 1.5 81 +/- 1.3 

%Vc, Percent voting in 2004 that voted in 2002 also 89 +/- 2.6 92 +/- 2.0 

%V3, Percent voting both P & G in 2002 that voted in 2004 93 +/- 4.1 95 +/- 3.1 

Cva, Count of those not voting in 2000 & 2002 that voted in 2004  1924 2332

%Va, Percent voting in 2004 that did not vote in 2000 and 2002 42 +/- 1.1 33 +/- 0.8 

CNR, Registered since 2002 election in Montgomery County (MC) 1683 1925

%NR, Percent of  total registered voters that registered since 2002 28+/- 0.8 22 +/- 0.6 

CNV, Count of newly registered voters in MC that voted in 2004 1363 1533

%NV, Percent of newly registered voters in MC that voted in 2004 80 +/- 2.9 79 +/- 2.7 

%Vf, Percent of all voting in 2004 that were newly registered in MC 36 +/- 0.9 26 +/- 0.7 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

The LWV precincts did, on average, 27% better than the "control"  precincts in getting registrants  to 

the polls for both the elections in 2004 who had not voted in the previous two election cycles in 2002 

and 2000.   

 

Similarly, the LWV precincts did 38% better in getting  newly registered voters to the polls than in the 

“control” population.  These newly registered voters may have been registered and previously voted in 

another county or state, but they were new to Montgomery County.   

 

On average, there also were 27% more voters registered since 2002 in the LWV precincts than in the 

control precincts. 

 

A statistical comparison of the total participation (voters/registrants) in our  precincts in 2004 was 

comparable to the “control” precincts in 2004.  Although our precincts as a group did not outperform 

the control districts, it is comforting that our target precincts were comparable, since they had been 

selected for the project because they were among the 20 lowest performers of the county’s 233 

precincts.   

 

Similarly, the comparable percent of  “habitual” voters between the two groups supports the 

consistency observed in statistical findings looking at the voting patterns in presidential and 

gubernatorial elections for the years from 1996 through 2004.  Although off year elections have 

markedly lower turnout, there is a fairly stable group who always vote in both the primary and general 

elections in every cycle, 
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differing only 3% on average between presidential and off cycle years.  Heavily contested primaries, 

like in 2000 when no incumbent was running, can cause a spike in turnout.  However, those registrants 

who vote only in the general election tend to participate much more heavily (about 40% more) in the 

presidential years, resulting in the approximately 20% difference in turnout between presidential 

(about 82%) and non-presidential elections (about 62%). 

 

This second attempt to determine the effect of our target precinct activities has produced different 

results from those presented by Making Democracy Work committee members during the December 

election wrap-up units.  In the initial month after the election, we compared the 2004 results to those of 

previous elections in the same district and to the overall county averages. These numbers are less 

reliable since precinct results are reported only for votes cast on the voting machines on election day, 

while the voter database  records include absentee and provisional ballots cast.  The absentee and 

provisional numbers are not broken down by precinct in the public reports to protect the integrity of 

the secret ballot, e.g., there may be only a handful of voters whose voting method and choices might be 

evident if these category totals were recorded.  However, all electoral participation is recorded in the 

updated registration and voting record database, without noting the method of voting employed.  

 

The target precincts selected for our 2004 efforts were more likely to have above average  population 

changes from one election to the next since most of the districts had substantial portions of their 

populations residing in rental apartments or retirement housing, higher than the overall county 

averages. When the data for the individual League districts were compared to their control districts, the 

results were mixed.  We are not sure if there were problems associated with the population mix and 

whether housing styles affected our individual precincts’ performances. If the League decides to try the 

experiment again, we should  choose control precincts ahead of time to reflect similar housing style 

and population distributions of our target districts. 

 

The work of the League was clearly effective in getting people to vote that who had not participated  in 

the two previous elections, getting more people registered and getting them to the polls.  These 

substantially higher voting rates provide strong support for the effectiveness of our strategy of 

registration with follow-up, including the Voters Guide.  The Making Democracy Work Committee  

thanks all our members and friends who answered the call to register voters,  distribute copies of the 

Voters Guide, and encouraged voter participation at our many events last election cycle.  The 

committee looks forward to using these conclusions to strive for even greater voter participation in 

2006. 

 

 

This fact sheet was compiled by Barbara Sanders and Roald A. Schrack and is based on his analysis,  

dated March 2005.  Additional assistance was provided by Marcia Bond, Miriam Dessureau, Marian 

Fox, Mary Lanigan, Nancy Soreng, Aleen Starkweather, Connie Tonat and Ralph Watkins. 
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STATE OF MARYLAND and MONTGOMERY COUNTY ELECTION 2004 DATA 

 

Selected responses are provided below from the Election Day Data Survey of the U.S. Election 

Assistance Commission, January 2005.  The full text of the survey, along with many other resources, is 

available at http://www.eac.gov/.   Maryland’s responses were received by LWVMD from the State 

Board of Elections, available from the LWVMC office.   No responses were provided  to the questions 

concerning performance of voting units, pending completion of maintenance analysis reports.  There 

also were other explanatory footnotes not included here.  

 

 Maryland only gave statewide figures on the five most common reasons why provisional and absentee 

ballots were not counted.   Provisional ballots were disqualified if the individual was not registered to 

vote (14,569), there was an incomplete application (624), the voter was ineligible to vote provisional 

ballot (190) or the ID was not received by deadline.  The second category of 1,496 ballots was an 

unspecified “other.” Absentee ballots were not counted because they were not received by the 

deadline, the oath was not signed, the voter died before Election Day, a federal ballot was submitted 

without prior submission of absentee ballot application, or a federal ballot was submitted by individual 

not registered to voter in Maryland. 

         

VOTER REGISTRATION                Maryland  Montgomery 
1a. Total active registered voters    

1b. Total inactive registered voters 

 

ELECTION RESULTS 
2a. & b. Total ballots counted [Election Day] 

3a. & b. Total ballots cast in polling place [on DRE] 

4a. & b. Total requested absentee ballots 

5a. & b. Total absentee ballots returned 

6a. & b. Total absentee ballots counted 

8a. & b. Total provisional ballots cast 

9a. & b. Total provisional ballots counted  

10 & 11.  Total undervotes and overvotes for President  

12.  Total votes - President  

 

POLL WORKERS 
15a. & b. Total poll workers on Nov. 2, 2004 

16.  Required poll workers per precinct by law/reg  

17a. Precincts without required number of poll workers 

17b. Additional poll workers needed to reach minimum 

 

VOTING JURISDICTIONS 
19.& 20.  Total precincts and total polling places 

21a. Total polling places (TPP) wheelchair accessible 

21b. TPP:  private ballot for visually impaired voter 

21c. TPP:  accessible machine for physically disabled 

 

 

3,105,370 

225,376 

 

 

2,254,156 

2,222,296 

146,425 

134,671 

130,766 

48,936 

31,860 

7,292 : 247 

2,386,668 

 

 

20,773 

 2 - 4 

123 

169 

 

 

1,779:1,551 

         1,437 

         1,325 

         1,551 

 

6 

517,164 

19,379 

 

 

381,147 

374,350 

36,156 

33,763 

32,885 

9,480 

6,797 

1,008 : 70 

416,225 

 

 

3,251 

2 - 4 

0 

0 

 

 

233:233 

208 

233 

233 


