
UOCAVA—Overseas Voting Vulnerabilities

Verity Vote

Not Just Military Voters

While waiting for election results, media and election officials often refer to late arriving
ballots as the ‘military vote’. This is a misnomer. Special absentee voting privileges, which
had previously been reserved for the military, were expanded to include US citizens living
abroad, even those who have never lived in the United States. The Uniformed and Over-
seas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA) requires states to allow members of the US
Armed Forces, their family members and US citizens who reside outside of the US to regis-
ter and vote absentee in elections for Federal offices. There is broad support for programs
that enable service men and women to exercise their right to vote, but that is no longer
the primary result of the UOCAVA program.

Figure 1: In 2020, civilian partici-
pation in UOCAVAballot returns
rose to 63%.

Prior to 2016, the majority of voters who utilized
the privileges associated with UOCAVA were mili-
tary voters. This program has been drastically ex-
panded through the use of electronic Federal Post
Card Applications and is now dominated by non-
military requestors. These applications do not re-
quire verification of identity or citizenship prior to
registering or receiving a ballot. And no verifi-
cation of eligibility is required before voting. In
2020, uniformed services members and their eligi-
ble family members accounted for only 37% of UO-
CAVA ballots returned nationwide (Fig. 1). The ma-
jority of the UOCAVA ballots returned, more than
63%, were attributed to non-military overseas partici-
pants.1.

Civilian Participation Expands Amidst Massive Repatriation

The 2020 General Election took place amid a global pandemic while the US State Depart-
ment ordered many employees home and went to extraordinary lengths to repatriate all
US citizens who wanted to return to the US. In June 2020, The State Department issued a
press release indicating that they had successfully repatriated 98,000 US citizens and that
the work was ongoing. Private companies with US employees working abroad collabo-
rated with the State Department in what was described as an ‘unprecedented global
effort’ to repatriate US citizens.

Secretary Pompeo described the non-military overseas citizen repatriation efforts:
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“I want the American people to have a better sense of the staggering logistical
coordination and detail that goes into every one of these repatriation opera-
tions. They’re truly the good work of not only our team that works across time
zones, but work with the Department of Homeland Security, the United States
Military, and our foreign partners at every level to get transport authorities and
airline companies andmedical teams all to where they need to be to get these
people home.”

Verity Vote submitted FOIAs to numerous federal agencies for records related to the repa-
triation efforts. Some of the FOIAs have been pending for nearly a year. On September
27, 2022, the US State Department provided a status update on FOIA request submitted in
October 2021. The email update indicated that the request remains in process and has
an estimated date of completion of July 31, 2025.

Figure 2: US taxpayers abroad along with overseas civilian ballot transmissions

IRS records confirm a decrease of at least 805,000 US taxpayers abroad from 2019 to 2020
(Fig. 2). The IRS records are clear indicator of the magnitude of repatriation because US
citizens abroad are law-bound to adhere to their tax reporting responsibilities.

Massive repatriation, a sharp reduction in citizens living overseas, and restrictions on travel-
ing to foreign countries, all decreased the number of US citizens eligible to claim UOCAVA
privileges in 2020. Still, transmitted ballots increased bymore than 389,000 ballots over that
from the year 2016. Even more alarming is that most of the increase (268k of 389k), was
for non-military ballots (Fig. 3).
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Figure 3: Non-Military Ballots Returned, 2016 and 2020.

Repatriated non-military citizens are not eligible to vote UOCAVA. Family members of ac-
tive duty military are eligible to vote UOCAVA from the US but they are counted as military
in the UOCAVA reporting. In the same year that the total number of overseas citizens el-
igible to vote UOCAVA decreased significantly, the number of ballots received from that
same group increased by an incredible 47%.

Presidential Selection Disproportionately Skewed

The huge increase in overseas non-military ballots alone is a remarkable anomaly. The
impact of this increase appears to have disproportionately benefited Democrat candi-
dates. The only reported full hand recount of electronically returned UOCAVA ballots was
conducted in Maricopa County, Arizona. The tally revealed a significant deviation from
the razor-thin 50-50 results in the state. The presidential selection on the UOCAVA ballots
favored Biden over Trump by approximately 74% to 26%.

Poll workers in other states reported similarly remarkable irregularities (Table 1). In Fulton
County, GA, a hand recount of a batch of 950 UOCAVA ballots had zero votes for Trump–
a curious 100% tally for Joe Biden. A poll worker in a Louisiana County reported 80% of
the UOCAVA ballots were for Biden. In Cobb County, GA, a poll observer challenged the
authenticity of the UOCAVA ballots when she realized that 80 to 90% were votes for Biden.
A judge of elections in Colorado, observed the tabulation of UOCAVA ballots and was
alarmed that nearly 95% of the ballots were votes for Biden. In the City of Richmond, VA a
poll work reports that a hand-tally of approximately one thousand ballots showed 85-90%
Biden.

These are just four examples of shocking asymmetries in party preference. Verity Vote sub-
mitted multiple FOIA request to counties across the country requesting records of the UO-
CAVA ballot tabulation. Most counties do not keep records of the results for this category
of ballots.
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Table 1: UOCAVA outcomes reported in some jurisdictions

Jurisdiction of Observation Outcome
Fulton County, GA: Ballot Hand Recount 100% for Biden
Louisiana County: Poll Worker Reports 80% Biden
Cobb County, GA: Recount: Poll Worker Reports 80-90% Biden
Colorado County: Judge of Election Report 95% Biden
City of Richmond: Poll Worker Hand Tally 85-90% Biden
Maricopa County, AZ: Full Audit of Electronic Ballots 74% Biden

Federal Post Card Application (FPCA)

The Federal Post Card Application (Fig. 4) is a form that all states must accept as both
a voter registration form and an official request for an absentee ballot. The MOVE Act
requires acceptance of this form even in the absence of proof of identity or citizenship.
As an example, if an applicant checks the box indicating that they have never lived in
the United States, they can omit the SSN and state issued driver’s license and still receive
a ballot with Federal races.

The instructions specifically state that the applicant should provide a US address but they
“do not need to have any current ties with this address”. The applicant must provide a
foreign address but can choose to have the ballot delivered via email which renders the
foreign address obsolete as a security feature.

The US Constitution gives states the right to determine the qualifications of electors. How-
ever, provisions in UOCAVA and the MOVE Act triggered many states to modify their qual-
ifications for electors and caused other states to loosen their guidance or procedures.
Thirty-nine states now allow voters to register and vote even if they have never lived in
that state.
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Figure 4: Sections of the Federal Post Card Application.

Fraud Admitted and Encouraged with UOCAVA Ballots

The vulnerabilities with the FPCA, email delivery of ballots, and the steps to exploit it, have
been publicized on file sharing sites. One such example involves an account operating
as GhostSecCanada. Ghost Security, also known as GhostSec, identifies as a vigilante
group that was formed to attack websites or organizations that don’t share their ideol-
ogy. It is considered an offshoot of the Anonymous hacking group. (Although no hacking
is required to download and email a FPCA.) This user boasted that he used the FPCA to
commit fraud in the 2020 election and encouraged others to do so. He shared links in
several pastes including one entitled “Exploitable Website Used to Fraud Elections” which
includes the FPCA download. These posts received hundreds of views (Fig. 5 and 6).

Figure 5: Vigilante group member admits election fraud.
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Figure 6: Reminder to submit fraudulent ballots.

This is just one example of fraud that is enabled by gaps in the law.

FVAP estimated that over 41,000 UOCAVA ballots were returned from Canada which is the
largest number from any country. This, despite the fact that the DoD reports fewer than
1,000 US military personnel stationed in Canada.

Partisan Promoters of Overseas Voting

TheDepartment of Defense has alreadybegun implementing their strategic plan for Biden’s
Executive Order 14019. To achieve the mission, they “routinely engage and collaborate”
with NGOs. However, the only two partner organizations identified by FVAP are Vote-
fromAbroad.org and the US Vote Foundation. Both organizations claim to be nonpartisan
but the public disclosure on the Vote from Abroad website shows it is run by the Demo-
cratic Party as DemocratsAbroad.org (Figs. 8 and 7).

Figure 7: Democrats Abroad operates the VotefromAbroad.org website.
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Figure 8: Partisan activity from VotefromAbroad.org.

Vote from Abroad advises people on how to use a VPN. While this might be helpful in
circumstances where foreign IP addresses are blocked y a particular jurisdiction, it also
obscures the origin of ballot requests and submissions (Figs. 9).

Figure 9: Recommendation to use VPN from overseas.

The USVote Foundation (USVF) receives funding fromprogressive organizations likeDemoc-
racy Fund and League of Women Voters (Fig. 10). They collaborate with other left of cen-
ter organizations like Democracy Works, Rock the Vote, and Long Distance Voter (now
vote.org).

Figure 10: US Vote Foundation funded by progressive organizations
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High Risk Electronic Voting

Pre-2020 General Election

In May 2020, the FBI, CISA, EAC, and the National Institute of Standards and Technology
published a report on the risks associated with electronic voting. They wrote,

“Recognizing that some election officials are mandated by state law to employ
this high-risk process, its use should be limited to voters who have no othermeans
to return their ballot and have it counted.”

Electronic ballot delivery and return creates the highest security risk to elections, does not
allow verification that the ballot was delivered to a legal voter or that the returned ballot is
unchanged. Despite the strong warnings from four federal agencies, most states continue
to encourage voters to return ballots electronically2.

The Cybersecurity & Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA) published the report with broad
warnings about electronic voting. “Electronic ballot return faces significant security risks
to the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of voted ballots. These risks can ultimately
affect the tabulation and results and can occur at scale.”

CISA further cautioned that “policy makers and election officials should be aware of the
risks and challenges associated with email. Email provides limited security protections and
is generally not considered suitable for sensitive communications. Email may be viewed
or tampered with at multiple places in the transmission process, and emails can also be
forged to appear as if they were sent from a different address.”

US Senate Select Committee on Intelligence released a report in 2019 urging states not to
allow online voting for UOCAVA voter due to the risks identified in their investigation into
foreign election interference.

“States should resist pushes for online voting. One main argument for voting
online is to allowmembers of themilitary easier access to their fundamental right
to vote while deployed. While the Committee agrees states should take great
pains to ensure members of the military get to vote for their elected officials, no
system of online voting has yet established itself as secure.” 3.

Post-2020 General Election

In a letter dated October 13, 2021, a group of specialists in election security, computer
science, and election administration, wrote to the Senate Armed Services Committee to
express profound opposition to provisions in H.R. 4350 regarding the electronic return of
UOCAVA ballots. The impetus for this letter appears to be findings by the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence that foreign governments were actively trying to attack U.S.
election systems. No system of online voting has established itself as secure, yet military
voters have been encouraged to vote using this dangerously insecure technology. They
wrote that they had long supported supported responsible uses of technology to facilitate
voting for UOCAVA eligible voters but that they strongly oppose any policy that would

VERITY VOTE  8



enable “electronic return of voted ballots because of the serious and unsolved security
vulnerabilities.”

“At a time when election security and public confidence of our elections are
under attack, increased electronic return of voted ballots, known as internet
voting, is not safe or secure, and will undermine confidence and trust in elec-
tions.”

During the 2020 General Election, 31 states and DC accepted electronic return of voted
UOCAVA ballots and organizations continue to lobby the other states to adopt this high
risk, unsafe practice. These same states are currently accepting the electronic return of
voted ballots for the 2022 election (see Appendix B).

Conflicting Reporting from Federal Agencies

The Secretary of Defense is charged with administering the UOCAVA and MOVE Acts. The
DoD’s Federal Voting Assistance Program actively monitors voter registration and absen-
tee voting of members of the Armed Forces, their family members and US citizens residing
overseas. FVAP works closely with the Department of State and state election officials to
ensure that all eligible voters have access to the resources to register, receive and vote a
ballot. The UOCAVA act requires the DoD to submit a report to Congress on the effective-
ness of these programs after each Presidential Election (see Appendix A).

All states are required to submit data on UOCAVA voting after each Federal Election. The
US Election AssistanceCommission (EAC) distributes the Election Administration and Voting
Survey (EAVS) to all counties and individual election jurisdictions. Each jurisdiction reports
the number of UOCAVA eligible voters, ballots transmitted, and ballots returned for both
military and non-military voters in Section B of the EAVS. The EAC also delivers a report to
congress on the data received from individual counties and election jurisdictions.

Figure 11: Conflicting Non-Military Participation from Federal Agencies.

The 2020 FVAP report on non-military UOCAVA voting reported that, “In total, an estimated
224,139 votes were cast by overseas citizens in the 2020 General Election”. The EAC’s re-
port to congress on the same group of voters offered an alarming discrepancy. The total
number of overseas non-military ballots reported by counties on the EAVS was 573,000.
This result reveals an unexplained discrepancy of 349,000 extra non-military overseas bal-
lots that impacted the 2020 Election but were not disclosed in the DoD’s report on overseas
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voters (Fig. 11).

In 2013, the EAC and FVAP entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to establish the
EAVS as the joint survey that enabled both agencies to meet their reporting requirements
while reducing the burden on election officials. Through this MOU, DoD receives all of
the raw data submitted by the counties and municipalities on the EAVS. This suggests that
FVAP had the report of the 573,000 non-military ballots returned but chose to report less
than half of that, only 224,00 of the non-military ballots, to Congress. The Director of the
Federal Voting Assistance Agency has provided no explanation for this staggering misrep-
resentation.

PART II

Michigan–DoS Violation of Law

Michigan Election Law 168.759a Absent uniformed services voter or overseas voters pre-
scribes the method for return of an absentee ballot. “(6) ... The voter shall print the absent
voter ballot and return the voted ballot by mail to the appropriate clerk.”4

Chapter 7 of the Michigan Bureau of Elections Election Official’s Manual makes the law
clear. All UOCAVA voters must return their voted ballot by postal mail with a signed voter
certificate. “A ballot or FWAB Backup Ballot returned by email or fax cannot be processed
or counted. Such ballots must be marked “REJECTED” and secured in the Clerk’s office.”
There is no ambiguity in Michigan law. Overseas ballot instructions include this message,
clearly stating that any ballot returned by email of fax will not be counted (Fig. 12).

Figure 12: The Michigan UOCAVA ballot includes a warning that email and fax returned
ballots will not be counted.

Yet, counties reported receivingandcounting 13,328 non-military UOCAVAballots returned
by email in the 2020General Election. According to theMichigan Bureau of Elections, all of
these non-military ballots should have been rejected. In the 2020 General Election, Michi-
ganders heard multiple reports of 95% Biden batch results at the TCF Center from “Military”
ballots, which should have been more accurately labelled uniformed and overseas citi-
zens absentee ballots. Note that there were only 3,221 total military UOCAVA ballots cast
in the entire state – more than 76% of the UOCAVA ballots returned in Michigan were non-
military.
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Pennsylvania–Department of State HAVA Violations

The Help America Vote Act (HAVA) of 2002 is a Federal Law which established mandatory
minimum standards for states to follow in several areas of election administration. HAVA
mandates that any new registrant must provide either a driver’s license or the last four
digits of his or her social security number at the time of registration. If the voter does not
have either of these forms of identification, then he or she must provide one of the other
approved documents as proof of identity prior to voting in a federal election. States are
required to verify identity. On September 14, 2022, Pennsylvania’s Deputy Secretary testi-
fied that overseas non-military applicants are “specifically exempt” from providing proof
of identity prior to receiving and voting a ballot in a Federal Election.

When asked what specific steps are taken by the state or counties in PA to verify informa-
tion provided by non-military applicants on the Federal Post Card Application, Jonathan
Marks testified that “those voters, that group of voters, are specifically exempted from
HAVA verification requirement. That is an exemption both in Federal Law and, I believe, in
State Law as well. So, there is no systematic verification.”

The only exemption for UOCAVA voters in HAVA is the requirement to enclose a photocopy
of ID with the returned voted ballot when voting for the first time. HAVA says that UOCAVA
voters need not include a copy of their ID with their returned ballot. HAVAdoes not say that
applicants who claim to be overseas citizens are exempt from providing proof of identity
or eligibility.

Virginia–Voted Ballots Returned by Email

Virginia Law does not allow the electronic return of any voted ballots. All voted ballots
must be returned by postal mail. The Virginia Department of Elections instructions for UO-
CAVA voters says, ”Your signed, witnessed and voted ballot must be sent by mail to the
local voter registrar’s office whose address can be found in the instructions you received
with your ballot. No voted ballots can be accepted electronically, by email or fax.” (Fig.
13)

Figure 13: Electronic return of ballots is not permitted in Virginia.

However, in 2020, Virginia reported that 19,809 of the 25,634 non-military UOCAVA ballots
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were received by email and counted. According to Virgina Law, these emailed voted
ballots should not have been accepted. Either Virginia counties inaccurately reported
UOCAVA information to the EAC or invalid ballots were counted in the 2020 General Elec-
tion.

Florida–Circumventing State Laws

Article I of the US Constitution says that the times, places and manner of holding Elections
shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature. Many states prohibit voting by email
but allow UOCAVA ballot return by mail or by fax. These are state laws that have been
prescribed by the legislature. FVAP circumvents these prohibitions by encouraging voters
in these states to email their ballots to FVAP. The website states: “If you need to send your
electionmaterials to your election official by fax but do not have access to a faxmachine,
you can email them to fax@fvap.gov and FVAP will fax your election materials for you.”

Florida law does not allow overseas voters to return voted ballots by email, but they do
allow return by fax. The ballot and voter’s certificate must be faxed directly to the fax
number provided by the Supervisor of Elections or to the toll-free fax number provided
by Department of Defense. However, the FVAP service accepts email ballots which they
then convert and fax to Florida. It is possible that this FVAP service enabling email ballot
submission could violate Florida law.

In many states, the law requires a voter to return their own ballot and prohibits return of
ballots by others— voter must return their own ballot. This FVAP service potentially violates
these states’ laws as well.

Arizona–Diluting Military Votes

Arizona allows and encourages UOCAVA voters to return their voted ballots by email, fax,
or online portal upload. In addition to the vulnerabilities and security concerns described
above, review of the UOCAVA ballots in Maricopa County reveals another issue. Some
ballots that were returned electronically were printed to hard copy multiple times and
then tabulated more more than once. This is particularly problematic in light of the biased
results shown among UOCAVA ballots as discussed above.

The images below show examples of ballots that were printed onto 8 1/2” x 11” plain pa-
per. They are distinct, one ballot was labelled Board13HandDup30, while the second was
labelled Board13HandDup29 (Fig. 14). The photo of the back clearly illustrates what au-
ditors found–that the two ballots (Fig. 15) show the same votes and the same ink smudge
on both of these duplicated ballots. This is clear evidence that a single submitted ballot
was turned into two official ballots, both of which were counted. This resulted in two votes
being counted for one voter.
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Figure 14: These distinct duplicated ballots were counted and tabulated.

Figure 15: The reverse sides of these ballots reveal identical smudges.
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Failure to Protect Military Voters and Their Dependents

The right to vote in private by secret ballot is intended to allow voters to make their own
personal decisions without concern about retribution from others whomight disagree with
their decision. Wemust take steps to ensure that ourMilitarymen andwomen, their families
and overseas voters have the ability to cast a secret ballot. The Federal Military and Over-
seas Voter Empowerment Act, which established electronic voting, says that procedures
must ensure the privacy of the identity of the absent uniformed service voter or overseas
voter and security of the application.

Electronically submitted ballots can be linked back to the voter, denying the voter of the
right to a secret ballot. When returning a ballot by fax or email, a military voter is expected
to sign document indicating that they are waiving their right to a secret ballot. This prac-
tice, including the waiver itself, appears to be in direct conflict with the the MOVE Act5

(6) SECURITY AND PRIVACY PROTECTIONS.—

“(A) SECURITY PROTECTIONS.—To the extent practicable, States shall ensure that the pro-
cedures established under subsection (a)(6) protect the security and integrity of the voter
registration and absentee ballot application request processes.”

“(B) PRIVACY PROTECTIONS.—To the extent practicable, the procedures established under
subsection (a)(6) shall ensure that the privacy of the identity and other personal data of
an absent uniformed services voter or overseas voter who requests or is sent a voter reg-
istration application or absentee ballot application under such subsection is protected
throughout the process.”
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State by State Table

 

Figure 16: State UOCAVA Changes 2016 to 2020
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Conclusion

The accommodations necessary to ensure that uniformed services members are fully able
to participate in elections should not be the same as the accommodations offered to ev-
ery non-military requestor. Men and women on an aircraft carrier or in a combat zone
need more support and options than a businessman in Toronto, Canada.

HAVA requires states to verify the identity of voters prior to accepting ballots in federal elec-
tions. Overseas US citizens are subject to the same federal law. The few overseas persons
who can claim US citizenship but who have never resided in the US and who have never
been issued a social security number, should be required to provide a passport number or
some other verifiable form of identification to prove identity and eligibility.

It seems reckless to allow the lowest common denominator, as applied to these citizens
who’ve never lived in the US, to dictate the level of security utilized to protect the vote.

Appendices
A DoD Statutory UOCAVA Obligations

Executive Order 12642, “Designation of the Secretary of Defense as the Presidential De-
signee Under Title I of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act,” June
8, 1988, identifies the Secretary of Defense as the Presidential designee for administering
UOCAVA. Further, the Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 1000.04, “Federal Voting
Assistance Program,” updated in November 2019, directs the Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness to perform the responsibilities of the Presidential designee and
identifies responsibilities to be carried out by the Director of FVAP. FVAP is responsible for
assisting and reporting all voters eligible under UOCAVA which includes military and non-
military voters.

In the Department of Defense report to Congress that is prepared by the Federal Voting
Assistance Program –they write that their report to Congress “fulfills the reporting require-
ments found in sections 20301(b)(6) and 20308(b) of Title 52, United States Code (U.S.C)
for quadrennial and biennial reports following elections.”

52 USC §20301(b)(6) “not later than the end of each year after a Presidential election year,
transmit to the President and the Congress a report on the effectiveness of assistance un-
der this chapter, including a statistical analysis of uniformed services voter participation,
a separate statistical analysis of overseas nonmilitary participation, and a description of
State-Federal cooperation.

52 USC§20308(b) requires theDoD toprovideabiennial report to the President andCongress
concerning:

• The effectiveness of FVAP activities carried out under section 20305 of UOCAVA;
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• An assessment of voter registration and participation by absent Uniformed Services
voters;

• An assessment of voter registration and participation by overseas citizens not mem-
bers of the Uniformed Services;

B History of Civilian Overseas Voting

The UniformedandOverseasCitizens AbsenteeVotingAct (UOCAVA) is Federal lawpassed
in 1986. UOCAVA requires that the states allowmembers of the US Armed Forces, their fam-
ily members and US citizens who reside outside of the US to register and vote absentee in
elections for Federal offices in a standardized format.

After HAVA passed in 2002, there were numerous projects undertaken to test the viability
of electronic voting for UOCAVA eligible voters. The 2004 Secure Electronic Registration
and Voting Experiment (SERVE) project, was intended to develop an Internet-based reg-
istration and voting system in 55 volunteer counties. However, the SERVE project was can-
celled before it was deployed due to security concerns including findings that the use of
personal computers over the internet could not be made secure enough for public elec-
tions. Security professionals also pointed out that it was critical that the States, not FVAP or
contractors, would have ultimate control of the servers used in any such system.6

After the cancellation of the SERVE Project, FVAP developed and tested the Interim Vot-
ing Assistance System (IVAS) which was fielded in 2006. This system provided for electronic
submission of ballot requests and delivery of blank ballots using a Department of Defense
secure server. Use of this system was restricted to voters enrolled in the Defense Enrollment
Eligibility Reporting System (DEERS), which was the source for voter identification valida-
tion. DEERS covers members of the military and their dependents. Only those whose iden-
tity and eligibility could be verified were given access to download a blank ballot from
the secure server.

In 2009, Pew Trusts releaseda report inwhich they claimed thatMilitary Voters being denied
their right to vote in 2008 due to voting impediments. This report, whichwas funded by JEHT
Foundation, was used as justification by Chuck Schumer to advocate for electronic deliv-
ery of ballots to unverified non-military requestors claiming to be US citizens living overseas.
Advocacy for military voting access had wide support and lobbying efforts described the
bill as benefiting military but in reality, non-military overseas voters benefitedmost from the
changes–a bait-and-switch. The result of Pew’s reporting and Schumer’s advocacy, was
a revision to UOCAVA. In 2009, the Military and Overseas Voter Empowerment Act (MOVE
Act) was passed which requires states to distribute blank ballots to eligible voters 45 days
before election day. The MOVE Act further requires states to deliver the ballots by email
and other electronicmeans to all who request them. It also enabled counties to use online
communication, email correspondence, and websites for voting. Most states also allow
electronic return of the electronic ballots by any person claiming to be a US citizen while
requiring no verification of identity or citizenship.
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The carefully worded introduction to Pew’s report makes no mention of the overseas non-
military voters who would benefit most from the proposed changes.

”American democracy is based on a very simple bargain: We agree to live
within the bounds of civil society because we have a say in how it works. Unfor-
tunately, some military personnel who put their lives on the line for our country
are being cut out of that bargain. Because of the time it takes military person-
nel serving overseas to request, receive and return absentee ballots, too many
of these men and women do not get a say in how America operates. No Time
to Vote: Challenges Facing America’s Overseas Military Voters, a new report
from the Pew Center on the States, found that more than a third of states do
not provide military voters stationed abroad with enough time to vote or are at
high risk of not providing enough time.”7

Chuck Schumer’s MOVE Act established funding and granted research authority to the
EAC and FVAP. In 2010, as required by MOVE, FVAP again began to conduct electronic
voting pilot programs using guidelines established by the EAC. This electronic voting test-
ing was funded despite the continued objections of security experts.

Six vendors participated in the Electronic Voting Support Wizard (EVSW) pilot project dur-
ing the 2010 General Election: Dominion, Scytl, Konnech, Democracy Live, Credence and
Everyone Counts. Upon completion of that pilot, FVAP announced the availability of $25
million in Federal grant funding to support the advancement of electronic voting for state
and local governments.The new grant program was known as the Electronic Absentee
Systems for Elections (EASE) Program. Konnech was one of several companies that re-
ceived EASE grant funding from the DoD. Other recipients included: OSET, Democracy
Live, Microsoft, Scytl, Overseas Vote Foundation, Everyone Counts, BPro, Runbeck Elec-
tion Services, and others.

Cybersecurity and Nation Security experts have been warning about the vulnerabilities of
online and electronic voting for nearly two decades. Still, despite these objections and the
strong bipartisan pleas in 2021 – progressive organizations and politicians continue to ad-
vocate for this insecure method of voting. It is no surprise when viewed in light of the result
which is a huge increase in unverified, non-military UOCAVA voting that disproportionately
benefits Democrat candidates.
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