
The mission of the State Election Commission (SEC) is to ensure every eligible citizen 
has the opportunity to register to vote, participate in fair and impartial elections, and 
have the assurance that their vote will count. 
 
In April 2012 the SEC was awarded $1,744,410 in Defense Human Resources Activity 
(DHRA) grant funds to design, develop, and implement an on line absentee voting 
application.  This new application would be designed to allow UOCAVA voters the ability 
to cast and deliver their ballot and receive confirmation in a matter of minutes. The 
objectives of this system would be to increase the successful rate of returned ballots 
from our military and overseas voters while also reducing traditional mailing costs.   
 
On September 25, 2012 the Electronic Voter Accessibility Tool (EVAT) was 
implemented to accomplish these goals and objectives. 
 
 

1. How many total registered voters in your jurisdiction?     2,956,516 
 

2. How many total registered UOCAVA voters in your jurisdiction?     
Uniformed Services = 13 
Overseas Civilians = 3,008 
Total = 9,421 

 
3. How many total Federal Post Card Applications did you receive (before and after 

the 45-day deadline) by the following modes of submission? 
 
Uniformed Services (Before 45 days = 25) 
Uniformed Services (After 45 days = 0) 
Overseas Civilians (Before 45 days = 395) 
Overseas Civilians (After 45 days = 0) 
Total = 420 
 

a. Postal Mail –  
b. Fax - Data not captured in system using this format. 
c. E-mail - Data not captured in system using this format. 
d. Online submission - Data not captured in system using this format. 

 
4. How many total FPCAs did you reject?   

82 online   Additional data is not captured in system using this format.   
5. How many total UOCAVA FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests did you 

reject because they were received after your jurisdiction’s voter registration or 
absentee ballot deadline?  
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Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

6. How many total UOCAVA non-FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests did 
you reject because they were received after your jurisdiction’s voter registration or 
absentee ballot deadline?  
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

7. How many total UOCAVA non-FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests 
were rejected?   
As noted in Question #4, there were a total of 82 rejected; however, a detailing of 
this number is not available. 
 

8. How many UOCAVA absentee ballots were transmitted (sent) using the following 
modes of transmission? 

a. Postal Mail = 2865 
b. Fax = 14  
c. Email = 4,975 

 
9. How many UOCAVA ballots were cast?     6,703 

 
10. How many UOCAVA ballots were returned as undeliverable?     12 

 
11. How many total regular absentee ballots were sent?     399,537 

 
12. How many regular absentee ballots were cast using the following modes of 

transmission? 
a. Postal Mail = 100,473 
b. Fax = 0 
c. Email = 0 

13. How many regular absentee ballots were rejected?   
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

14. How many regular absentee ballots were rejected because they were received 
after the ballot receipt deadline?     5,443 
 

15. How many FWABs were cast?   
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

16. How many FWABs were rejected? 
Data not captured in system using this format. 
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17. How many FWABs were rejected after the ballot receipt deadline? 

Data not captured in system using this format. 
 
 

18. To assist FVAP with establishment of a baseline for UOCAVA voter performance, 
please provide a full absentee ballot roster (i.e. voter history report) with mailing 
address reflecting voting history in federal elections from 2004 to the present in a 
comma delimited or text file format. All personally identifiable information should 
be excluded from the report. 
 
Data will be mailed as agreed. 
 

19. Please provide a comparative analysis of ballot transit time (narrative and 
supporting raw data) 

a. Funded program vs. traditional totals  
b. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA military 
c. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA temporarily 

overseas  
d. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA military dependents 
e. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA overseas 

permanently 
 

A comparative analysis of ballot transit times are as follows; 
1. Average for 2012 General Election is 2.43 days for grant funded 

verses 15.18 days for traditional voters.  
2. Overseas Civilians had a grant funded time of 1.89 days verses 

14.48 days for traditional voters. 
These numbers are captured in our system using the ballot sent date and ballot 
received date. 
 

 
20. Please provide a comparative analysis of ballot rejections of UOCAVA ballots vs. 

non-UOCAVA ballots, funded program versus traditional program (narrative and 
supporting raw data) 
The elections management system used by the SEC does not have the capability 
to provide this information in its current form.  Likewise, it must be noted that the 
grant funded program focused on UOCAVA voters and not traditional voters.  We 
determined that many of these questions are outside of the scope of UOCAVA 
voters and we are working to develop a reporting program to capture this 
information in the very near future.   
 

21. Please provide a summary of the comments that you receive from users.   
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The county directors who administer elections in the state have received an 
overwhelming positive response to the EVAT application.  Media support has been 
positive, military service members have contacted the county offices to make 
comments on how user friendly the application is, and at no point have we 
received a plethora of comments for improvements. It has truly benefitted the 
UOVAVA voter by allowing them to focus on elections for a short period of time, 
participate in the election process, and move on to mission critical duties. 
 
The SEC will continue to enhance the system and its reporting capability in the 

near future. 
 

22. Online Voter Registration: 
a. Number of UOCAVA voters registered before use of this product.   3,399 
b. Number of new registrations?   25 
c. How many new military registrations?   21 
d. How many new overseas registrations?   2 
e. How many rejected?   82 
f. How many non UOCAVA registrations?   17,394 

 
23. Absentee Ballot Application:   

 
Note:  In SC only UOCAVA can use email and fax. 

 
a. Number of ballot applications received.   409,615 
b. Number of ballot applications sent via mail   Data not captured in system. 
c. Number of ballot application sent via fax   0 
d. Number of ballot applications sent via email   0 
e. Number of ballot applications accessed using online system?   0 

o Summary of foreign/domestic IP addresses 
 

24. Absentee Ballot delivery: 
a. Number of people that accessed the system.  7,071 
b. Number of ballots downloaded. n/a 
c. Number of ballots returned by postal service  n/a 
d. Number of ballots returned by fax  n/a 
e. Number of ballots returned by email  n/a 
f. Number of ballot downloaded multiple times from same user (include 

geographic location)   n/a 
g. Number of ballots downloaded from domestic IP address  n/a 

o Summary of geographic locations of the IP addresses 
h. Number of ballots downloaded from foreign IP address  n/a 

o Summary of geographic locations of the IP addresses 
i. How many ballots were counted? (include geographic locations) n/a  
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j. How many ballots were rejected?  n/a 
k. What were the reasons why ballots were not counted?   

 
25. Ballot Tracking 

 
a. How many times was this functionality accessed on the system?   7,071 
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The mission of the State Election Commission (SEC) is to ensure every eligible citizen 
has the opportunity to register to vote, participate in fair and impartial elections, and 
have the assurance that their vote will count. 
 
In April 2012 the SEC was awarded $1,744,410 in Defense Human Resources Activity 
(DHRA) grant funds to design, develop, and implement an on line absentee voting 
application.  This new application would be designed to allow UOCAVA voters the ability 
to cast and deliver their ballot and receive confirmation in a matter of minutes. The 
objectives of this system would be to increase the successful rate of returned ballots 
from our military and overseas voters while also reducing traditional mailing costs.   
 
On September 25, 2012 the Electronic Voter Accessibility Tool (EVAT) was 
implemented to accomplish these goals and objectives. 
 
 

1. How many total registered voters in your jurisdiction?     2,956,516 
 

2. How many total registered UOCAVA voters in your jurisdiction?     
Uniformed Services = 13 
Overseas Civilians = 3,008 
Total = 9,421 

 
3. How many total Federal Post Card Applications did you receive (before and after 

the 45-day deadline) by the following modes of submission? 
 
Uniformed Services (Before 45 days = 25) 
Uniformed Services (After 45 days = 0) 
Overseas Civilians (Before 45 days = 395) 
Overseas Civilians (After 45 days = 0) 
Total = 420 
 

a. Postal Mail – Data not captured in system using this format. 
b. Fax - Data not captured in system using this format. 
c. E-mail - Data not captured in system using this format. 
d. Online submission - Data not captured in system using this format. 

 
4. How many total FPCAs did you reject?   

82 online   Additional data is not captured in system using this format.   
5. How many total UOCAVA FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests did you 

reject because they were received after your jurisdiction’s voter registration or 
absentee ballot deadline?  
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Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

6. How many total UOCAVA non-FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests did 
you reject because they were received after your jurisdiction’s voter registration or 
absentee ballot deadline?  
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

7. How many total UOCAVA non-FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests 
were rejected?   
As noted in Question #4, there were a total of 82 rejected; however, a detailing of 
this number is not available. 
 

8. How many UOCAVA absentee ballots were transmitted (sent) using the following 
modes of transmission? 

a. Postal Mail = 2865 
b. Fax = 14  
c. Email = 4,975 

 
9. How many UOCAVA ballots were cast?     6,703 

 
10. How many UOCAVA ballots were returned as undeliverable?     12 

 
11. How many total regular absentee ballots were sent?     399,537 

 
12. How many regular absentee ballots were cast using the following modes of 

transmission? 
a. Postal Mail = 100,473 
b. Fax = 0 
c. Email = 0 

13. How many regular absentee ballots were rejected?   
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

14. How many regular absentee ballots were rejected because they were received 
after the ballot receipt deadline?     5,443 
 

15. How many FWABs were cast?   
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

16. How many FWABs were rejected? 
Data not captured in system using this format. 
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17. How many FWABs were rejected after the ballot receipt deadline? 
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 
 

18. To assist FVAP with establishment of a baseline for UOCAVA voter performance, 
please provide a full absentee ballot roster (i.e. voter history report) with mailing 
address reflecting voting history in federal elections from 2004 to the present in a 
comma delimited or text file format. All personally identifiable information should 
be excluded from the report. 
 
Data will be mailed as agreed. 
 

19. Please provide a comparative analysis of ballot transit time (narrative and 
supporting raw data) 

a. Funded program vs. traditional totals  
b. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA military 
c. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA temporarily 

overseas  
d. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA military dependents 
e. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA overseas 

permanently 
 

A comparative analysis of ballot transit times are as follows; 
1. Average for 2012 General Election is 2.43 days for grant funded 

verses 15.18 days for traditional voters.  
2. Overseas Civilians had a grant funded time of 1.89 days verses 

14.48 days for traditional voters. 
These numbers are captured in our system using the ballot sent date and ballot 
received date. 
 

 
20. Please provide a comparative analysis of ballot rejections of UOCAVA ballots vs. 

non-UOCAVA ballots, funded program versus traditional program (narrative and 
supporting raw data) 
The elections management system used by the SEC does not have the capability 
to provide this information in its current form.  Likewise, it must be noted that the 
grant funded program focused on UOCAVA voters and not traditional voters.  We 
determined that many of these questions are outside of the scope of UOCAVA 
voters and we are working to develop a reporting program to capture this 
information in the very near future.   
 

21. Please provide a summary of the comments that you receive from users.   
The county directors who administer elections in the state have received an 

overwhelming positive response to the EVAT application.  Media support has been 
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positive, military service members have contacted the county offices to make 
comments on how user friendly the application is, and at no point have we 
received a plethora of comments for improvements. It has truly benefitted the 
UOVAVA voter by allowing them to focus on elections for a short period of time, 
participate in the election process, and move on to mission critical duties. 
 
The SEC will continue to enhance the system and its reporting capability in the 

near future. 
 

22. Online Voter Registration: 
a. Number of UOCAVA voters registered before use of this product.   3,399 
b. Number of new registrations?   25 
c. How many new military registrations?   21 
d. How many new overseas registrations?   2 
e. How many rejected?   82 
f. How many non UOCAVA registrations?   17,394 

 
23. Absentee Ballot Application:   

 
Note:  In SC only UOCAVA can use email and fax. 

 
a. Number of ballot applications received.   409,615 
b. Number of ballot applications sent via mail   Data not captured in system. 
c. Number of ballot application sent via fax   0 
d. Number of ballot applications sent via email   0 
e. Number of ballot applications accessed using online system?   0 

o Summary of foreign/domestic IP addresses 
 

24. Absentee Ballot delivery: 
a. Number of people that accessed the system.  7,071 
b. Number of ballots downloaded. n/a 
c. Number of ballots returned by postal service  n/a 
d. Number of ballots returned by fax  n/a 
e. Number of ballots returned by email  n/a 
f. Number of ballot downloaded multiple times from same user (include 

geographic location)   n/a 
g. Number of ballots downloaded from domestic IP address  n/a 

o Summary of geographic locations of the IP addresses 
h. Number of ballots downloaded from foreign IP address  n/a 

o Summary of geographic locations of the IP addresses 
i. How many ballots were counted? (include geographic locations) n/a  
j. How many ballots were rejected?  n/a 
k. What were the reasons why ballots were not counted?   
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25. Ballot Tracking 
 

a. How many times was this functionality accessed on the system?   7,071 
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The mission of the State Election Commission (SEC) is to ensure every eligible citizen 
has the opportunity to register to vote, participate in fair and impartial elections, and 
have the assurance that their vote will count. 
 
In April 2012 the SEC was awarded $1,744,410 in Defense Human Resources Activity 
(DHRA) grant funds to design, develop, and implement an on line absentee voting 
application.  This new application would be designed to allow UOCAVA voters the ability 
to cast and deliver their ballot and receive confirmation in a matter of minutes. The 
objectives of this system would be to increase the successful rate of returned ballots 
from our military and overseas voters while also reducing traditional mailing costs.   
Even though this grant has expired, the agency has agreed to continue reporting data to 
FVAP through the 2016 Presidential Election. 
 

1. How many total registered voters in your jurisdiction?  2,881,052 
 

2. How many total registered UOCAVA voters in your jurisdiction?     
Uniformed Services = 647 
Overseas Civilians = 331 
Total = 978 

 
3. How many total Federal Post Card Applications did you receive (before and after 

the 45-day deadline) by the following modes of submission? 
 
Uniformed Services (Before 45 days = 1) 
Uniformed Services (After 45 days = 0) 
Overseas Civilians (Before 45 days = 29) 
Overseas Civilians (After 45 days = 0) 
Total = 27 
 

a. Postal Mail –  
b. Fax –  
c. E-mail - 26 
d. Online submission - 1 

 
4. How many total FPCAs did you reject?  109 

 
5. How many total UOCAVA FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests did you 

reject because they were received after your jurisdiction’s voter registration or 
absentee ballot deadline? Data can only be reported for #4 above. 
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6. How many total UOCAVA non-FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests 

did you reject because they were received after your jurisdiction’s voter 
registration or absentee ballot deadline?   

UOCAVA ballots returned after the deadline: 5  (Data not captured by FPCA) 
 

7. How many total UOCAVA non-FPCA registrations or absentee ballot requests 
were rejected?   
UOCAVA ballots returned after the deadline: 5  (Data not captured by FPCA) 
 

8. How many UOCAVA absentee ballots were transmitted (sent) using the following 
modes of transmission? 

a. Postal Mail = 296 
b. Fax = 1 
c. Email = 529 

 
9. How many UOCAVA ballots were cast?     684 

 
10. How many UOCAVA ballots were returned as undeliverable?     0 

 
11. How many total regular absentee ballots were sent?     163,749 

 
12. How many regular absentee ballots were cast using the following modes of 

transmission? 
a. Postal Mail = 157,124 
b. Fax = 0 
c. Email = 0 

13. How many regular absentee ballots were rejected?   
34 applications were received after the deadline 
  

14. How many regular absentee ballots were rejected because they were received 
after the ballot receipt deadline?     533 were returned after the deadline. 
 

15. How many FWABs were cast?   
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 

16. How many FWABs were rejected? 
Data not captured in system using this format. 
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17. How many FWABs were rejected after the ballot receipt deadline? 
Data not captured in system using this format. 
 
 

18. To assist FVAP with establishment of a baseline for UOCAVA voter performance, 
please provide a full absentee ballot roster (i.e. voter history report) with mailing 
address reflecting voting history in federal elections from 2004 to the present in a 
comma delimited or text file format. All personally identifiable information should 
be excluded from the report.   
Previously submitted. 

 
19. Please provide a comparative analysis of ballot transit time (narrative and 

supporting raw data) 
a. Funded program vs. traditional totals  
b. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA military 
c. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA temporarily 

overseas  
d. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA military dependents 
e. Funded program vs. traditional program for UOCAVA overseas 

permanently 
 

A comparative analysis of ballot transit times are as follows; 
1. Average for 2014 General Election was 3.52 days for grant funded 

verses 15.69 days for traditional voters.  
2. Overseas Civilians had a grant funded time of 4.67 days verses 

15.62 days for traditional voters. 
These numbers are captured in our system using the ballot sent date and ballot 
received date. 
 

 
20. Please provide a comparative analysis of ballot rejections of UOCAVA ballots vs. 

non-UOCAVA ballots, funded program versus traditional program (narrative and 
supporting raw data) 
The management system used by the SEC does not have the capability to 
provide this information in its current form.  Likewise, it must be noted that the 
grant funded program focused on UOCAVA voters and not traditional voters.  We 
determined that many of these questions are outside of the scope of UOCAVA 
voters and we are working to develop a reporting program to capture this 
information in the very near future.   
 

21. Please provide a summary of the comments that you receive from users.   
The county directors who administer elections in the state have received an 

overwhelming positive response to the EVAT application.  The overall voter turnout 
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for the November 4, 2014 election in South Carolina was 43.79%.  Even with a low 
turnout, media support has been positive, military service members have contacted 
their respective county office to make comments on how user friendly the 
application was, and at no point have we received a plethora of comments for 
improvements. It has truly benefitted the UOVAVA voter by allowing them to focus 
on elections for a short period of time, participate in the election process, and 
move on to mission critical duties. 
 
The SEC will continue to look for ways to enhance the system and its reporting 

capability in the near future. 
 

22. Online Voter Registration: 
a. Number of UOCAVA voters registered before use of this product.   3,399 
b. Number of new registrations?   55 
c. How many new military registrations?   4 
d. How many new overseas registrations?   1 
e. How many rejected?   109 
f. How many non UOCAVA registrations?   32,205 

 
23. Absentee Ballot Application:   

 
Note:  In SC only UOCAVA can use email and fax. 

 
a. Number of ballot applications received.   164,799 
b. Number of ballot applications sent via mail   Data not captured in system. 
c. Number of ballot application sent via fax   0 
d. Number of ballot applications sent via email   0 
e. Number of ballot applications accessed using online system?   0 

o Summary of foreign/domestic IP addresses 
 

24. Absentee Ballot delivery: 
a. Number of people that accessed the system.  8,450 
b. Number of ballots downloaded. n/a 
c. Number of ballots returned by postal service  n/a 
d. Number of ballots returned by fax  n/a 
e. Number of ballots returned by email  n/a 
f. Number of ballot downloaded multiple times from same user (include 

geographic location)   n/a 
g. Number of ballots downloaded from domestic IP address  n/a 

o Summary of geographic locations of the IP addresses 
h. Number of ballots downloaded from foreign IP address  n/a 

o Summary of geographic locations of the IP addresses 
i. How many ballots were counted? (include geographic locations) n/a  
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j. How many ballots were rejected?  n/a 
k. What were the reasons why ballots were not counted?   

 
25. Ballot Tracking 

 
a. How many times was this functionality accessed on the system?   8,450 
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