
Being an elections administrator has never been 
more challenging. With limited budgets, our staff and 
volunteers work tirelessly to keep elections safe and 
secure. Our local governments struggle to keep up with 
the growing costs of staffing and supplies, with new 
policies passed by federal and state lawmakers, and 
with the increasingly complex technological demands 
necessary to keep our elections safe. 

In 2020, to help with this work, the Coconino County 
Recorder’s Office received $500,000 from philanthropic 
organizations to support safe, secure and inclusive 
elections during the pandemic. This helped us survive 
the 2020 election and even win a national Clearinghouse 
“Clearie” Award from the bipartisan U.S. Elections 
Assistance Commission (EAC) recognizing our Native 
American Elections Outreach Program and staff. Today, 
of course, the kind of funding we received in 2020 is no 
longer permitted in Arizona and many other states across 
the country. 

My experience as an election administrator has shown 
me that by accepting non-profit donations, local election 
offices like mine have been able to modernize outdated 
voting technology; improve access to voting for groups 
like rural voters, seniors, and veterans; and make critical 
infrastructure updates to enhance election security and 
make voting a smoother process for everyone. 

As an election administrator, I understand the instinct of 
state officials who say they have prohibited philanthropic 
funding because they want to increase voter confidence 
in our elections. Maintaining voter confidence in our 
system is critical and something the election officials I 
work with every day focus on.

While private funding should not be necessary to protect 
such a core feature of our democracy, grants have 
occasionally provided much needed revenue during 
particularly challenging election cycles or to help us 
build capacity and increase access. I hope that this 
report shows how important it is for state and federal 
officials to focus on both sides of the equation — not just 
limiting philanthropic funding but ensuring adequate and 
predictable state and federal funding as well.

Instead of cutting us off from these small but important 
sources of revenue, our public officials should be 
focusing on helping us address the pervasive funding 
shortages plaguing our elections system by providing 
ongoing and reliable sources of state funding. In Arizona, 
the state has taken some steps in the right direction, but 
there’s always more work to be done.

In the meantime, I look forward to a safe, secure and 
inclusive election this year.

Patty Hansen was first elected Coconino County 
Recorder in 2012, after serving in elections administration 
for 24 years in Pennsylvania, Minnesota, and Arizona. 
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Background
The administration of elections is largely decentralized in the United States.1 One result of that decentralization is that 
local governments — and local taxpayers- generally bear the primary responsibility for financing the administration 
of elections.2 The heavy reliance on local taxpayer financing leads to widely disparate resources, experiences, and 
access for voters based on where they live.3 As has been widely reported, many jurisdictions have insufficient funding 
to consistently and fully fund the various staff, activities, equipment, and other resources necessary for the safe and 
effective administration of our national, state, and local elections. 

Since Congress enacted the Help America Vote Act (HAVA) in 2002, the federal government has occasionally 
appropriated funding to assist state and local governments in administering elections. The funding has been critical in 
boosting periodic investments in priorities such as voter registration systems and election security.

As important as the infusion of 
federal dollars has been, the funding 
makes up a relatively small portion 
of the total spending on elections 
administration,4 and the inconsistent 
and irregular nature of the funding 
prevents local governments and 
elections administrators from 
consistently planning or relying on it. 
In addition, the federal HAVA funding 
is provided directly to state-level 
election administrators (typically 
through secretaries of state) generally 
without guidelines requiring further 
distribution to the local governments 
that are largely responsible for 
financing the administration of 
elections in most states.

Similarly, state funding to support the administration of elections varies widely from state to state but is typically 
relatively small compared to the funding provided by local governments and taxpayers.5 

1 Katherine Hale, Robert Montjoy, and Mitchell Brown, “The Structure of Election Administration at State and Local Levels,” in Administering Elections: How American Elections 
Work (Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), 27–51. 

2 Veazey, Tara. “State and Local Spending on the Administration of Elections: Insights From a Review of 12 States and 93 Localities.” Institute for Responsive Government, 
October 24, 2023, https://responsivegov.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/State-and-Local-Spending-on-the-Administration-of-Elections-Insights-From-a-Review-of-
12-States-and-93-Localities.pdf; Charles Stewart III, “The Cost of Conducting Elections,” MIT Election Data & Science Lab, 2022, https://electionlab.mit.edu/sites/default/
files/2022-05/TheCostofConductingElections-2022.pdf.

3 Veazey, “State and Local Spending on the Administration of Elections: Insights From a Review of 12 States and 93 Localities;” Stewart, “The Cost of Conducting Elections;” 
Center for Tech and Civic Life, “Election Officials Made Democracy Happen in 2020: The New Case for Predictable Government Funding,” n.d., https://www.techandciviclife.org/
wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Election-Officials-Made-Democracy-Happen-in-2020.pdf, 17.

4 Stewart, “The Cost of Conducting Elections,” 5.

5 Veazey, “State and Local Spending;” Stewart, “The Cost of Conducting Elections,” 4; National Center for State Legislatures, “The Price of Democracy: Splitting the Bill for 
Elections,” 2015.
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Within this context, private foundations have occasionally 
offered an important source of additional revenue to assist local 
elections administrators in meeting the growing demands of and 
complexities surrounding administering elections. 

For example, when elections administrators were faced with 
the unprecedented challenges associated with overseeing a 
presidential primary and general election in 2020, the Center for 
Tech and Civic Life (CTCL) granted almost $350 million to local 
election administrators to support the work of administering safe 
and effective elections during a global pandemic.6 While providing 
this critical, emergency relief to local administrators, CTCL 
also called on federal and state leaders to address the chronic 
underfunding of elections administration.7

Since 2020, over half of the states have responded instead by 
banning elections administrators from accepting nongovernmental 
funds.8 This report offers a first look at whether the initial states 
that banned funds also offered new, additional ongoing state 
financing to address the funding challenges of local governments 
and taxpayers in administering safe and effective elections. 

6 Center for Tech and Civic Life, “Election Officials Made Democracy Happen in 2020: The New Case for Predictable Government Funding,” 17.

7 Center for Tech and Civic Life, “Election Officials Made Democracy Happen in 2020: The New Case for Predictable Government Funding,” 20.

8 National Conference of State Legislatures, “Prohibiting Private Funding of Elections,” April 9, 2024, accessed May 10, 2024,  
https://www.ncsl.org/elections-and-campaigns/prohibiting-private-funding-of-elections.

9 The focus of this report is on ongoing sources of funding that local administrators can plan and budget around but see the “STATE INVESTMENTS IN EQUIPMENT CAN PROVIDE 
IMPORTANT RELIEF TO LOCAL ADMINISTRATORS” section of this report for information about one-time-only and capital investments in elections equipment. 

Private philanthropy helped 
alleviate an emergency, and 
in ‘normal years’ it can help 
election offices build capacity, 
streamline processes, and 
make capital investments. 

But private philanthropy is 
no substitute for predictable 
government funding at the 
local, state, and federal level.

“”

– Center for Tech and Civic Life

Methodology 
For the first eleven states that passed prohibitions on accepting private funding for the administration of elections 
in 2021, the Institute for Responsive Government (Responsive Gov) examined state budget and expenditure data for 
the two fiscal years following the prohibitions (fiscal years 2022 and 2023). Because state and local expenditures 
on elections often fluctuate based on the four-year election cycle, for example increasing during presidential and 
statewide elections and decreasing during off-cycle years, Responsive Gov compared the fiscal year 2022 and 2023 
budget and expenditure data with the corresponding fiscal years four years prior (fiscal years 2018 and 2019). Actual 
expenditures were used when easily publicly accessible; otherwise, estimated expenditures were used. If neither 
actual nor estimated expenditures were available, appropriation amounts were used. For the purposes of analyzing 
ongoing, predictable state funding for local administrators, one-time-only payments and capital investments to 
support local administrators were generally not included in the analysis.9 See Appendix A for complete data, notes, 
and sources.
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A Note of Caution About Comparing Data Between Jurisdictions

States Fail to Provide Increased Ongoing Funding to Support Local Election Administration 

Finding uniform and reliable fiscal election data is challenging, and care should be taken before drawing comparative 
conclusions across jurisdictions. Not all states and localities report election budgets separately, and among those 
that do, wide variation exists around what items are included in the election-related budgets and line items and 
what are subsumed within a larger agency budget.10 In addition, the election-related responsibilities funded and 
executed directly by the state versus local administrators vary widely among the states. With these differences and 
data limitations in mind, Responsive Gov conducted this fiscal analysis to understand state-level funding available 
to localities within each state before and after prohibiting private funding, while taking care not to draw direct 
comparisons about levels of funding between the states. 

Findings

Responsive Gov finds that the first class of states to pass prohibitions in 2021 did so without offering a corresponding 
increase in consistent and reliable support to address the ongoing, fiscal pressures faced by local governments and 
taxpayers associated with paying for local, state, and national elections. 

Two of the states reviewed — Georgia11 and Indiana,12 — do not appear to provide any ongoing financial support to 
local election administrators. Although these states may occasionally provide one-time-only funding, the funding is 
not consistent or predictable. These states have prohibited administrators from accepting private funding for elections 
without creating a state-level funding source to ameliorate the challenges of disparate and insufficient local funding.

An additional four states — Kansas, Florida, North Dakota, Ohio, and Tennessee — provide reimbursements to local 
administrators for certain election-related expenses related to a limited number of specific elections, such as special 
elections and presidential preference primaries. In these states, the amounts expended fluctuate depending on the 
number and types of elections held in a given year and the actual approvable expenses incurred by the counties. 
The underlying policies regarding reimbursements for expenses have not been increased or adjusted since the state 
banned the acceptance of philanthropic funding.
 

10 Veazey, “State and Local Spending,” 2-3; Stewart, “The Cost of Conducting Elections,” 4.

11 Georgia State Financing and Investment Commission, “Budgetary Compliance Report, FY 2018,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/publication/
fy2018-budgetary-compliance-report-bcr/download, 294; FY 2019, https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/document/fy2019-budgetary-compliance-report-bcr/download, 294; 
FY 2022 at https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/document/fy2022-budgetary-compliance-report-bcr/download, 306; Georgia State Financing and Investment Commission, 
“Budgetary Compliance Report, FY 2023,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/document/2023-budgetary-compliance-report/download, 310. Note, 
however, that Georgia has made significant funding available for capital investments in technology and equipment, discussed in the “STATE INVESTMENTS IN EQUIPMENT CAN 
PROVIDE IMPORTANT RELIEF TO LOCAL ADMINISTRATORS” section of this report.

12 Indiana State Budget Agency, “2019-2021 as Submitted Budget, Agency Summary,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AS_2019_Summary-by-Agency.pdf, 
4; Indiana State Budget Agency, “2021-2023 as Submitted Budget, Agency Summary,” accessed May 20, 2024, https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AS_2021_Summary-by-Agency.
pdf, 4; Indiana State Budget Agency, “2023-2025 As-Submitted Budget, Agency Summary,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AS_2023_Summary-by-
Agency-1-5-2023.pdf, 4-5.
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• In theory Kansas reimburses counties for expenses related to presidential preference primary elections. In 
practice, Kansas did not hold a presidential preference primary election during the four years analyzed for this 
report.13

• Florida14 and North Dakota15 reimburse counties for actual expenses related to special elections only. 

• Ohio reimburses counties for costs related to some statewide special elections and statewide ballot measures 
when the ballot measure is the only item on the ballot.16 In addition, the state provides relatively modest 
reimbursements for poll worker training.17 

• Tennessee provides funding to local governments and officials for costs associated with special elections for the 
General Assembly and costs associated with presidential preference primaries.18 The state also provides $18,000 
per year per county toward the compensation of certified administrators of elections.19

The remaining four states provide at least some additional sources of ongoing funding to support local elections 
administration. These funding streams can be important and predictable sources of funding for local administrators, but 
they have not been increased or otherwise adjusted since the states banned the acceptance of philanthropic funding. 
Local governments and taxpayers remain primarily responsible for funding election administration in these states.

• Arizona provides cyclical support for counties including reimbursements for (1) special election expenditures,20 
(2) presidential preference elections (PPE) based on a statutory formula,21 and (3) some costs associated with 
statewide primary and general elections, including county costs for printing, labeling, and postage for sample 
ballots. 22 

13 Kansas Division of the Budget, “The Governor’s Budget Report: Volume 2, Fiscal Year 2020,” accessed June 18, 2024, https://budget.kansas.gov/wp-content/uploads/FY_2020_
GBR_Vol2-02-04-2019.pdf, 169; Kansas Division of the Budget, “The Governor’s Budget Report: Volume 2, Fiscal Year 2021, accessed May 10, 2024, https://budget.kansas.gov/
wp-content/uploads/FY2021_GBR_Vol2.pdf-1-16-2020.pdf, 169; Kansas Legislative Research Department, “Budget Analysis Fiscal Year 2024: Volume I, Governor’s Budget Report 
Overview General Government,” February 2023, accessed June 18, 2024, https://klrd.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/ba_volume_1.pdf, 110-113; Kansas Legislative Research 
Department, “Budget Analysis Fiscal Year 2025: Volume I, Governor’s Budget Report Overview General Government,” February 2024, accessed May 10, 2024, https://klrd.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/03/Volume1.pdf, 100-103. Kansas held its first PPP since 1992 in 2024. Kansas Secretary of State, “Presidential Preference Primary Information,” accessed 
May 14, 2024, Kansas Secretary of State | Elections | Presidential Preference Primary (ks.gov).

14 Fla. Stat. §100.102; Florida Division of Elections, “Special Election Reimbursement Request for Expenditures,” April 2019, accessed June 18, 2024, https://soe.dos.state.fl.us/pdf/
DE%20Guide%200005-Special%20Election%20Reimbursement%20201904.pdf. 

15 N.D.C.C. § 16.1-01-02.3; Agency Budget Detail, North Dakota Management and Budget, “Agency Budget Detail (by Agency): 2021-2023 Executive Budget Recommendation by 
Agency,” accessed June 18, 2024, https://www.omb.nd.gov/sites/www/files/documents/financial-transparency/state-budgets/2021-23-detail-book/MVBA2021R02.pdf. Note, 
however, that for FY 2019-2021, the legislature made a one-time-only appropriation to fund the purchase of statewide voting and e-poll books for counties, discussed in the 
“STATE INVESTMENTS IN EQUIPMENT CAN PROVIDE IMPORTANT RELIEF TO LOCAL ADMINISTRATORS” section of this report. 

16 Ohio Rev. Code §3501.17; Ohio Rev. Code §3513.301 et seq.; Ohio Rev. Code §3521.03. Note, however, that the 2019 legislature approved debt instruments of up to $104.5 
million to pay for county voting machines, discussed in the “STATE INVESTMENTS IN EQUIPMENT CAN PROVIDE IMPORTANT RELIEF TO LOCAL ADMINISTRATORS” section of 
this report.

17 For the years evaluated, poll working training reimbursements averaged under $250,000 per year. Terry Steele, “Greenbook LBO Analysis of Enacted Budget: Ohio Secretary 
of State” (Legislative Budget Office, August 2021), accessed June 18, 2024, https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/assets/legislation/134/hb110/en/files/hb110-sos-greenbook-as-enrolled-
134th-general-assembly.pdf, 6. 

18 Tenn. Code Ann. §2-12-109(2)(c); Tenn. Code Ann. § 2-12-109(2)(d).

19 Tenn. Code Ann. § 2-12-209.

20 For example, $2.5 million was expended in FY 2018 to fund a special election. Joint Legislative Budget Committee, “FY 2019 Appropriations Report: Department of State - 
Secretary of State,” accessed June 18, 2024, https://azjlbc.gov/19AR/sos.pdf, 327.

21 The PPE funding is appropriated in the fiscal year preceding the general presidential election. By law, counties are reimbursed up to $1.25 per active registered voter in the 
county. In FY 2020, the legislature authorized the SOS to reimburse counties at a higher rate than is statutorily required. The budget included an "intent clause stating that 
the appropriation and reimbursement rates for the 2020 PPE do not set a precedent for reimbursement levels of future PPEs." Joint Legislative Budget Committee, FY 2021 
Appropriations Report: Department of State – Secretary of State,” accessed June 18, 2024, FY 2021 Appropriations Report - Department of State - Secretary of State (azjlbc.
gov), 292.

22 See for example, Joint Legislative Budget Committee, “FY 2023 Baseline Report: Department of State – Secretary of State,” accessed June 28, 2024, FY 2023 Baseline Book – 
Department of State - Secretary of State (azjlbc.gov),
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• Arkansas provides reimbursements to counties for some election-related expenses for state-supported political 
primary elections, nonpartisan (judicial) elections, special primary elections, and statewide special elections.23 

• Idaho reimburses expenses related to presidential primaries. In addition, a portion of the proceeds from the 
state sales tax is passed through to counties to defray costs associated with conducting elections for political 
subdivisions. At least $4.1 million is distributed each year, adjusted for inflation, with $2.2 million distributed equally 
between the counties and the remaining $1.9 million distributed based on population. Importantly, the automatic 
adjustment for inflation embedded within the state sales tax distribution works to ensure that the real value of the 
funding is not diminished over time.24 

• Texas provides state funding for “the reasonable and necessary costs of conducting primary elections,” postage 
for voter registration applications, and additional funding to defray the costs of voter registration.25

State Investments in Equipment Can Provide Important Relief to Local Administrators

Although ongoing and predictable funding for local elections administrators is critical, periodic investments in new, 
upgraded, and maintained equipment can also provide important budgetary relief to local governments. Several of 
the states examined for this report have made significant recent investments in election equipment infrastructure. For 
example, in 2020, the Georgia Legislature authorized the use of bond balances up to $150 million for the statewide 
replacement of election voting systems.26 In 2019, the Ohio General Assembly approved over $100 million in bonds 
for county voting machine acquisitions.27 Indiana,28  Arkansas,29 and North Dakota30 have made smaller investments 
in equipment and capital improvements during the period analyzed for this report. These state investments can 
help local governments avoid large, locally funded capital improvement projects and help ensure access to safe and 
reliable equipment throughout a state. They do not, however, address the ongoing operational costs associated with 
administering elections. 

23 Ark. Code Ann. §7-7-201; Ark. Admin. Code 108.00.5-501 to 108.00.5-507; Bureau of Legislative Research, Arkansas Legislative Council, “Summary of Operating Expenditures 
for State Agencies and Institutions for Fiscal Years 2012-13 Through 2021-22,” May 10, 2024, https://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/Home/FTPDocument?path=%2FBLR+Public
ations%2FFiscal+Service+Division%5CK.+A-BOOK-10+Year+Expenditure+History+By+State+Entity+++AND++++B-BOOK-Various+Statistical+Data%2FA+Book+2022+-
+Ten+Year+Expenditure+History.pdf, 13, 79, 80; Arkansas Department of Finance and Administration, “2023-2025-Agency-Request-Budget-Manuals: Board of Election 
Commissioners,” October 17, 2022, accessed June 18, 2024, https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/images/uploads/budgetManuals/0232_election_cmsrs2024.pdf; Arkansas Department 
of Finance and Administration, “2023-2025-Agency-Request-Budget-Manuals: Secretary of State,” October 25, 2022, accessed June 18, 2024, https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/
images/uploads/budgetManuals/0063_sos2024.pdf. Arkansas also provides county voting system grants at the discretion of the secretary of state, discussed in the “STATE 
INVESTMENTS IN EQUIPMENT CAN PROVIDE IMPORTANT RELIEF TO LOCAL ADMINISTRATORS” section of this report.

24 Idaho Code Ann. § 63-3638. Legislative Services Office, “2018 Idaho Fiscal Facts,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2018, 29; 
Legislative Services Office, “2019 Idaho Fiscal Facts,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2019, 27; Legislative Services Office, “2022 Idaho 
Fiscal Facts,” accessed May 10, 2024, https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2022, 30; Legislative Services Office, “2018 Idaho Fiscal Facts,” accessed May 10, 2024, 
https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2023, 31.

25 Tex. Election Code §§ 173.001 to 173.088; Tex. Election Code § 191.006.

26 Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, “Budget in Brief Amended Fiscal Year 2019 & Fiscal Year 2020,” accessed June 18, 2024, https://opb.georgia.gov/document/budget-
briefs/fy-2020-afy-2019/download, 378; Sam Sachs, “Elections Law Signed, Brings Reforms, New Voting Machines to Georgia,” News 3, April 9, 2019, https://www.wrbl.com/
news/local-news/elections-law-signed-brings-reforms-new-voting-machines-to-georgia/.

27 “As of [August 2023,] there have been $80 million in obligations issued for 53 counties to acquire new voting machines." Terry Steele, “Greenbook LBO Analysis of Enacted 
Budget: Ohio Secretary of State” (Legislative Budget Office, August 2023), accessed June 18, 2024, https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/assets/legislation/135/hb33/en0/files/hb33-sos-
greenbook-as-enacted-135th-general-assembly.pdf, 4.

28 Indiana approved $10 million in 2019 for election security improvements, including the replacement of county electronic tabulation equipment. Indiana State Budget Agency, 
“List of Appropriations Made by the Regular Session of the 2019 General Assembly for the Biennium July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2021,” accessed June 18, 2024, https://www.
in.gov/sba/files/AP_2019_0_0_0_1_The_Whole_Budget_Report.pdf, 5, D-13 ; Secretary of State Connie Lawson, “Indiana Secretary of State, FY22 & FY23 Budget Committee 
Presentation,” Slide show, December 14, 2020, https://www.in.gov/sba/files/6.-Secretary-of-State-Presentation.pdf.

29 Arkansas provides county voting system grants made at the discretion of the Secretary of State with funding from fees collected in association with the Uniform Commercial 
Code and a one-time transfer into the county voting system grant fund by the 2019 Legislature. From FY 2018 through FY 2022, actual grant expenditures ranged from a low of 
$876,837 in FY 2019 to a high of $9,178,505 in FY 2020. Bureau of Legislative Research, Arkansas Legislative Council, “Summary of Operating Expenditures for State Agencies 
and Institutions for Fiscal Years 2012-13 Through 2021-22,” 33.

30 The North Dakota Legislature made a one-time-only appropriation of $11.22 million for FY 2019 - 2021, including $8.2 million in state special revenue funding for purchasing 
statewide voting and e-poll books for counties. Legislative Council, “66th Legislative Assembly State Budget Actions for the 2019-21 Biennium,” June 2019, accessed June 18, 
2024, https://ndlegis.gov/sites/default/files/fiscal/2019-21/docs/2019-21_state_budget_actions.pdf.
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https://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/Home/FTPDocument?path=%2FBLR+Publications%2FFiscal+Service+Division%5CK.+A-BOOK-10+Year+Expenditure+History+By+State+Entity+++AND++++B-BOOK-Various+Statistical+Data%2FA+Book+2022+-+Ten+Year+Expenditure+History.pdf
https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/images/uploads/budgetManuals/0232_election_cmsrs2024.pdf
https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/images/uploads/budgetManuals/0063_sos2024.pdf
https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/images/uploads/budgetManuals/0063_sos2024.pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1oZeivjhvQyHsQ_Rez929JoHwec3tDd1K/edit#heading=h.tyjcwt
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1oZeivjhvQyHsQ_Rez929JoHwec3tDd1K/edit#heading=h.tyjcwt
https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2018
https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2019
https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2022
https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2023
https://opb.georgia.gov/document/budget-briefs/fy-2020-afy-2019/download
https://opb.georgia.gov/document/budget-briefs/fy-2020-afy-2019/download
https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/assets/legislation/135/hb33/en0/files/hb33-sos-greenbook-as-enacted-135th-general-assembly.pdf
https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/assets/legislation/135/hb33/en0/files/hb33-sos-greenbook-as-enacted-135th-general-assembly.pdf
https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AP_2019_0_0_0_1_The_Whole_Budget_Report.pdf
https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AP_2019_0_0_0_1_The_Whole_Budget_Report.pdf
https://www.in.gov/sba/files/6.-Secretary-of-State-Presentation.pdf
https://ndlegis.gov/sites/default/files/fiscal/2019-21/docs/2019-21_state_budget_actions.pdf


Conclusion
None of the eleven states that prohibited the acceptance of philanthropic funding have provided a corresponding 
increase in consistent and reliable state funding for the local governments and taxpayers that primarily shoulder the 
burden of paying for local, state, and national elections. Seven of the eleven states continue to provide either no 
ongoing funding to local elections administrators or only help fund a limited number of specific and rarely occurring 
elections, such as special elections and presidential preference primaries. The remaining four states offer some 
additional funding for local elections administrators but have similarly failed to increase support since banning 
philanthropic funding. 

Local elections administrators need ongoing and reliable sources of funding to meet the growing demands associated 
with providing safe and secure elections and complying with the mandates placed upon them by federal and 
state lawmakers. Federal and state lawmakers could help local officials better meet these demands by creating 
and expanding sources of ongoing funding and by ensuring that new and existing funding streams have built-in 
mechanisms to adjust rising costs. Restricting access to relatively small- but occasionally critically important- sources 
of philanthropic funding, further hamstrings local elections officials without offering real solutions to their varied 
funding struggles. 

The Institute for Responsive Government designs practical policy solutions for voting, election 
administration, and other government agencies that deliver services to people. Composed of industry-leading 
experts, the Institute's team works across disciplines to build a new approach to governance that centers 
customer service and prioritizes efficiency, efficacy, and accessibility. Our mission is to help policymakers find 
solutions that make government agencies more responsive to the needs of real human beings.

For inquiries about this report or the Institute, please contact Ali Javery, Responsive Gov’s Communications 
Director, at ali@responsivegov.org.

Tara Veazey

Tara Veazey is a policy and strategy consultant based out of Montana, 
where she was the founding executive director of the Montana Budget 
and Policy Center and the health policy advisor to former Governor Steve 
Bullock. She received her JD from Yale Law School and BA in Public Policy 
from Stanford University.
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Appendix A

State Agency/ Division Fiscal Year
Citizen Voting Age 
Population 5 Year 
Estimate

Est. State Funded 
Budget for Elections 
Total (state funds)

Est. State Funded 
Budget for Local  
Elections  
Administration  
(state funds) 

Est. State Funded 
Budget for Local 
Administration 
(state funds) in 2023 
dollars

Est. State Funded 
Budget for Local  
Elections  
Administration  
(state funds) in 2023 
dollars per CVAP

Arizona Secretary of State, Election 
Line Items

FY 2018 actual 4,812,765  $ 2,500,000  $ 2,500,000  $ 3,025,867  $ 0.63 

FY 2019 actual 4,920,450  $ 4,800,200  $ 4,800,200  $ 5,643,453  $ 1.15 

FY 2022 actual 5,118,555  $ -    $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2023 actual 5,118,555  $ 4,883,400  $ 4,883,400  $ 4,883,400  $ 0.95 

Arkansas
State Board of Election 
Commissioners & Secretary 
of State, Election Line Items

FY 2018 actual 2,195,870  $ 4,793,004  $ 203,081  $ 245,798  $ 0.11 

FY 2019 actual 2,207,335  $ 6,016,423  $ 3,104,626  $ 3,650,017  $ 1.65 

FY 2022 actual 2,233,470  $ 2,798,792  $ 95,974  $ 104,156  $ 0.05 

FY 2023 budgeted* 2,233,470  $ 9,607,706  $ 5,527,209  $ 5,527,209  $ 2.47 

Florida Department of State, 
Elections Program 

FY 2018 actual 14,724,115  $ 3,230,585  $ 478,000  $ 578,546  $ 0.04 

FY 2019 actual 14,988,415  $ 17,411,149  $ 3,446,830  $ 4,052,336  $ 0.27 

FY 2022 actual 15,698,795  $ 7,494,001  $ 263,780  $ 286,267  $ 0.02 

FY 2023 actual 15,698,795  $ 25,847,445  $ 4,065,383  $ 4,065,383  $ 0.26 

Georgia Secretary of State, Elections 
Program

FY 2018 final budget 7,254,695  $ 5,489,657  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2019 final budget 7,356,560  $ 5,479,975  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2022 final budget* 7,686,560  $ 7,049,332  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2023 final budget 7,686,560  $ 8,116,652  $ -    $ -    $ -   

Idaho
Department of State & 
Election Consolidation Sales 
Tax Distribution

FY 2018 actual 1,192,740  $ 4,525,701  $ 4,525,701  $ 5,477,669  $ 4.59 

FY 2019 actual 1,220,310  $ 4,739,323  $ 4,739,323  $ 5,571,882  $ 4.57 

FY 2022 actual 1,344,940  $ 5,076,794  $ 5,076,794  $ 5,509,581  $ 4.10 

FY 2023 actual 1,344,940  $ 5,571,882  $ 5,571,882  $ 5,571,882  $ 4.14 

Indiana Secretary of State, Election 
Divisions

FY 2018 actual 4,876,220  $ 4,929,051  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2019 actual 4,903,145  $ 7,495,098  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2022 actual 5,009,620  $ 5,567,386  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2023 estimated 5,009,620  $ 5,767,376  $ -    $ -    $ -   

Kansas
Secretary of State, Elections 
& Legislative Matters 
Program

FY 2018 actual 2,077,565  $ 455,324  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2019 actual 2,084,735  $ 497,938  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2022 actual 2,126,125  $ 517,126  $ -    $ -    $ -   

FY 2023 actual 2,126,125  $ 428,602  $ -    $ -    $ -   

North Dakota Secretary of State
FY 2017 -FY 2019 564,480  not available  $ -   

FY 2021 - FY 2023 575,815  not available  $ -    $ -    $ -   

Ohio Secretary of State, Elections 
Division

FY 2018 actual 8,797,915  $ 3,376,628  $ 40,021  $ 48,439  $ 0.01 

FY 2019 actual 8,820,895  $ 15,428,936  $ 1,552,078  $ 1,824,732  $ 0.21 

FY 2022 actual 8,948,190  $ 16,220,448  $ 12,362,867  $ 13,416,779  $ 1.50 

FY 2023 actual 8,948,190  $ 21,152,139  $ 12,043,988  $ 12,043,988  $ 1.35 

Tennessee Secretary of State, State 
Election Commission

FY 2018 actual 4,964,910  $ 1,604,700  $ 1,436,800  $ 1,739,027  $ 0.35 

FY 2019 actual 5,019,115  $ 1,563,500  $ 1,440,600  $ 1,693,671  $ 0.34 

FY 2022 actual 5,206,670  $ 1,597,200  $ 1,425,400  $ 1,546,913  $ 0.30 

FY 2023 actual 5,206,670  $ 1,582,700  $ 1,436,800  $ 1,436,800  $ 0.28 

Texas Secretary of State, Elections 
Division and Line Items

FY 2018 expended 17,859,495  $ 26,483,275  $ 20,474,266  $ 24,780,966  $ 1.39 

FY 2019 expended 18,181,330  $ 4,582,075  $ 502,962  $ 591,318  $ 0.03 

FY 2022 estimated 19,161,405  $ 34,583,741  $ 20,409,826  $ 22,149,726  $ 1.16 

FY 2023 budgeted 19,161,405  $ 8,167,087  $ 1,549,000  $ 1,436,800  $ 0.07 
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Appendix A

Averages are used for the five years ending in the fiscal year examined (e.g. for fiscal year 2022, the CVAP is 
the 2018-2022 five-year estimates), except for fiscal year FY 2023. Updated five year estimates that include 
2023 are not yet available, the most recent estimates, 2018-2022, are used instead. Citizen Voting Age 
Population Five Year Estimates, https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/about/voting-
rights/cvap.html. 

Totals do not include amounts delineated as (1) federal funding, (2) state matches for federal funding, (3) 
funding that is clearly documented as a one-time-only appropriation or one-time-only increase, (4) funding for 
capital improvements and equipment. 

Inflation adjustments are calculated based on CPI as reported at the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI 
Inflation Calculator at https://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl comparing $10 M in July of the first year of the 
base fiscal year (e.g., July 2017 for FY 2018) to the buying power in July 2022 (for an FY 2023 comparison). 

01

02

03

Arizona FY 2018: Joint Legislative Budget Committee, FY 2020 Appropriations and Base Budget Reports, Department of State at https://www.azjlbc.gov/prior-years/.

FY 2019: Joint Legislative Budget Committee, FY 2021 Appropriations and Base Budget Reports, Department of State at https://www.azjlbc.gov/prior-years/.

FY 2022: Joint Legislative Budget Committee, FY 2024 Appropriations and Base Budget Reports, Department of State at https://www.azjlbc.gov/prior-years/.

FY 2023: Joint Legislative Budget Committee, FY 2025 Baseline Book, Department of State at https://www.azjlbc.gov/25baseline/sos.pdf. 

Notes: Figures only include election related line items in the Department of State's budget. Ongoing statewide election-related expenditures such as ongoing permanent 
staffing needs are reported in the agency’s overall operating budget. Within the operating budget, the elections operating expenses are not appropriated or reported 
separately. Figures do not include expenditures funded from the Election Systems Improvement Fund, which is funded through HAVA federal funding and state and local 
matches. Figures do not include one-time-only investments in early ballot tracking (FY 2023). Figures assume that 100% of election-year special election and elections 
services line items go toward the statutorily required county reimbursements. 

Arkansas FY 2018, 2019, 2022 actuals: Bureau of Legislative Research Arkansas Legislative Council, Summary of Operating Expenditures for State Agencies and Institutions for Fiscal 
Years 2012-13 through 2021-22 at https://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/Home/FTPDocument?path=%2FBLR+Publications%2FFiscal+Service+Division%5CK.+A-BOOK-10+Year+Exp
enditure+History+By+State+Entity+++AND++++B-BOOK-Various+Statistical+Data%2FA+Book+2022+-+Ten+Year+Expenditure+History.pdf, pp. 13, 79, 80.

FY 2023 budget: 2023-2025 Agency Budget Request Manuals for the Secretary of State and the State Board of Election Commissioners at https://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/
biennial-budget-request-manuals/details/2023-2025-agency-request-budget-manuals.

Notes: Figures include state funding for (1) the State Board of Elections and (2) the "elections expenses" line item in the Secretary of State budget. Figures do not include 
federal funds or state matching funds. Figures do not include  "UCC CVS grants"   made under the discretion of the Secretary of State for county voting equipment with 
funding from fees collected in association with the Uniform Commercial Code  Arkansas Code § 19-5-1247 and other one-time-only appropriations provided by the 
legislature. Actual expenditures for FY 2023 were not yet available. *Note that the budgeted amounts for 2023 are much larger than the actual expenditures for previous 
years because actual expenditures routinely fall significantly below the amounts budgeted in several election related line items. The 2023 budgeted amounts do not appear 
to reflect an ongoing change in fiscal policy for the state. 

Florida FY 2018: Transparency Florida, 2017-18 Operating Budget in Agency Format, Department of State, Program: Elections at http://www.transparencyflorida.gov/
OperatingBudget/AgencyDetailLevel.aspx?FY=18&BE=45100200&SC=F&OB=Y

FY 2019: Transparency Florida, 2018-19 Operating Budget in Agency Format, Department of State, Program: Elections at http://www.transparencyflorida.gov/
OperatingBudget/AgencyDetailLevel.aspx?FY=18&BE=45100200&SC=F&OB=Y

FY 2022: Transparency Florida, 2021-22 Operating Budget in Agency Format, Department of State, Program: Elections at http://www.transparencyflorida.gov/
OperatingBudget/AgencyDetailLevel.aspx?FY=18&BE=45100200&SC=F&OB=Y

FY 2023: Transparency Florida, 2022-23 Operating Budget in Agency Format, Department of State, Program: Elections at http://www.transparencyflorida.gov/
OperatingBudget/AgencyDetailLevel.aspx?FY=18&BE=45100200&SC=F&OB=Y

Note: The only ongoing support to local governments is "aid to local governments for special elections." 

Georgia FY 2018: Georgia State Financing and Investment Commission, Budgetary Compliance Report, FY 2018 at https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/publication/fy2018-budgetary-
compliance-report-bcr/download, p. 294.  

FY 2019: Georgia State Financing and Investment Commission, Budgetary Compliance Report, FY 2019 at https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/document/fy2019-budgetary-
compliance-report-bcr/download, p. 294.

FY 2022: Georgia State Financing and Investment Commission, Budgetary Compliance Report, FY 2022 at https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/document/fy2022-budgetary-
compliance-report-bcr/download, p. 306; Amended FY 2022 As Passed (HB 910), p. 176. *FY 22 figures do not include a one-time-only appropriation of $2.6 million  to 
"increase funds to reimburse counties for the postage expenses associated with mailing new precinct cards to all voters." See also, Office of Planning and Budget, Budget in 
Brief Amended FY 2022 and FY 2023 at https://opb.georgia.gov/document/budget-briefs/fy-2023-afy-2022/download, p. 365. 

FY 2023: Georgia State Financing and Investment Commission, Budgetary Compliance Report, FY 2023 at https://gsfic.georgia.gov/document/document/2023-budgetary-
compliance-report/download, p. 310. FY 2023 figures do not include $1.4 million in prior year carry-over of state funds. 

Notes: The state budget does not appear to include regular, ongoing direct support to local governments for the administration of elections. Figures do not include 
undesignated "other funds." Figures do not include authorization to use bond balances (up to $150 million authorized in FY 2020) for the statewide replacement of election 
voting systems, including $3 million in FY 2022. 
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Idaho FY 2018: Legislative Services Office, 2018 Idaho Fiscal Facts at https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2018, 29.

FY 2019: Legislative Services Office, 2019 Idaho Fiscal Facts at https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2019, 27.

FY 2022: Legislative Services Office, 2022 Idaho Fiscal Facts at https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2022, 30.

FY 2023: Legislative Services Office, 2023 Idaho Fiscal Facts at https://legislature.idaho.gov/lso/bpa/pubs/ff/?y=2023, 31.

Notes: The ongoing expenses of elections administration are not broken down within the larger administrative program of the SOS and thus are not included here. The 
election consolidation sales tax which is passed through to counties for election costs related to political subdivisions are reported separately. In addition, Idaho reimburses 
counties for expenses related to presidential primaries, for which $2 million was appropriated in 2020.  

Indiana FY 2018: Indiana State Budget Agency 2019-2021 As Submitted Budget, Agency Summary at https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AS_2019_Summary-by-Agency.pdf, p. 4.

FY 2019: Indiana State Budget Agency, 2021-2023 As Submitted Budget, Agency Summary at https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AS_2021_Summary-by-Agency.pdf, p. 4.

FY 2022, FY 2023: Indiana State Budget Agency, 2023-2025 As-Submitted Budget, Agency Summary at https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AS_2023_Summary-by-
Agency-1-5-2023.pdf, pp. 4-5.

Notes:The state budget does not appear to include regular, ongoing direct support to local governments for the administration of elections. See e.g., Indiana State Budget 
Agency, 2021 - 2023 As-Passed Budget, Whole Budget at https://www.in.gov/sba/files/2021-WholeBudgetReport-1.pdf, p. 49, for ongoing line items within the Elections 
Division.  Figures do not include undesignated "dedicated funds." Figures do not include capital appropriations, including $10 million approved in 2019 for election security 
improvements. See State of Indiana List of Appropriations Made by the Regular Session of the 2019 General Assembly  for the Biennium July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2021 at 
https://www.in.gov/sba/files/AP_2019_0_0_0_1_The_Whole_Budget_Report.pdf, pp. 5, D-13; 2021-2023 Budget Hearings, Secretary of State Transmittal Letter at https://www.
in.gov/sba/files/Secretary-of-State-Transmittal-Letter.pdf, p. 2; and Indiana Secretary of State FY22 & FY23 Budget Committee Presentation at https://www.in.gov/sba/
files/6.-Secretary-of-State-Presentation.pdf.

Kansas FY 2018: The Governor's Budget Report FY 2020, Volume 2, https://budget.kansas.gov/wp-content/uploads/FY_2020_GBR_Vol2-02-04-2019.pdf, p. 169. 

FY 2019: The Governor's Budget Report FY 2021, Volume 2, at https://budget.kansas.gov/wp-content/uploads/FY2021_GBR_Vol2.pdf-1-16-2020.pdf, p. 169.

FY 2022:  KRLD Budget Annalysis 2023 Session at https://klrd.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/ba_volume_1.pdf, pp. 110-113. 

FY 2023: KRLD Budget Annalysis 2024 Session at https://klrd.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/Volume1.pdf, pp. 100-103.

Notes: The state budget does not appear to include regular, ongoing direct support to local governments for the administration of elections other than reimbursements 
for (rarely enacted) presidential preference primaries.  The figures includes all funding designated "other funds" within the elections and legislative matters division unless 
specifically designated as federal. The figures do not include any funding for the Help America Vote Act Program and thus may exclude some state match. 

North Dakota Notes: State level appropriations and expenditures for elections administration are not delineated within the SOS budget other than "election reform," which was exclusively 
federal HAVA funding and state match for the fiscal years evaluated and are not included here. See, e.g., Agency Budget Detail, 2021-2023 Executive Budget Request by 
Agenday, Secretary of State: https://www.omb.nd.gov/sites/www/files/documents/financial-transparency/state-budgets/2021-23-detail-book/MVBA2021R02.pdf.  The state 
budget does not appear to include regular, ongoing direct support to local governments for the administration of elections. ND reports appropriations and expenditures on a 
biennial basis. For FY 2019-2021, the legislature made a one-time-only appropriation of $11.22 million, including $8.2 million in state special revenue funding for purchasing 
statewide voting and e-poll books for counties. 66tth Legislative Assembly State Budget Actions for th 2019 - 2021 Bienniam at https://ndlegis.gov/sites/default/files/
fiscal/2019-21/docs/2019-21_state_budget_actions.pdf.

Ohio FY 2018 & 2019: Greenbook: Terry Steele, Senior Budget Analyst, LBO Analysis of Enacted Budget, Ohio Secretary of State, September 2019 at  https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/
assets/legislation/133/hb166/en/files/hb166-sos-greenbook-as-enrolled-133rd-general-assembly.pdf.

FY 2022 & 2023: Greenbook: Terry Steele, Senior Budget Analyst, LBO Analysis of Enacted Budget, Ohio Secretary of State, August 2023 at  https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/
assets/legislation/135/hb33/en0/files/hb33-sos-greenbook-as-enacted-135th-general-assembly.pdf.

Notes: State support for local administration includes line items for county reimbursements for poll working training and for costs incurred running special elections.  
Fluctuations/increases in state support for local administration are the result of actual costs associated with periodic special elections and do not reflect a substantive 
change in policy. Greenbook: Terry Steele, Senior Budget Analyst, LBO Analysis of Enacted Budget, Ohio Secretary of State, August 2021 at https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/
assets/legislation/134/hb110/en/files/hb110-sos-greenbook-as-enrolled-134th-general-assembly.pdf, 6. Figures do not include budgets for the Elections Commission 
which oversees compliance and reporting on political party spending, campaign finance, and corporate political contributions. Figures do not include OTO expenditures for 
electronic poll books or for "debt service on obligations issued for county voting machine acquisitions under S.B. 135 of the 132nd General Assembly. That act required the 
Office of Budget and Management to issue debt instruments of up to $104.5 million to ensure the payment for these machine acquisitions. As of [August 2023,] there have 
been $80 million in obligations issued for 53 counties to acquire new voting machines." Greenbook: Terry Steele, Senior Budget Analyst, LBO Analysis of Enacted Budget, 
Ohio Secretary of State, August 2023 at  https://www.lsc.ohio.gov/assets/legislation/135/hb33/en0/files/hb33-sos-greenbook-as-enacted-135th-general-assembly.pdf, 4. 

Tennessee FY 2018: Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Recommended Budget Expenditures by Object and Funding Source, at https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/finance/budget/
documents/2020BudgetDocumentVol3.pdf, p. 46. 

FY 2019: Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Recommended Budget Expenditures by Object and Funding Source at https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/finance/budget/
documents/2021BudgetDocumentVol3.pdf, p. 46; HB 1508 at https://www.capitol.tn.gov/Archives/Joint/staff/budget-analysis/appropriationbills/2019-pc0405.pdf.

FY 2022: Fiscal Year 2023-2024 Recommended Budget Expenditures by Object and Funding by Source, https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/finance/budget/
documents/2024BudgetDocumentVol3.pdf, p. 46; HB 2882 at https://www.capitol.tn.gov/Archives/Joint/staff/budget-analysis/appropriationbills/2022-PC1130.pdf.

FY 2023: Fiscal Year 2024- 2025 Recommended Budget Expenditures by Object and Funding by Source,  https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/finance/budget/
documents/2025BudgetDocumentVol3.pdf, p. 46.

Notes:  Figures assume that the line item for grants is 100% allocated toward supporting local governments and officials. Grants and subsidies to counties may cover state 
contributions to compensate certified administrators of elections (TCA  2-12-209), costs associated with special elections for the general assembly (TCA  2-12-109 (2)(c), 
and costs associated with a presidential preference primary (TCA 2-12-109 (2)(d)).  Budgets include special line items for reimbursement of special elections costs. Figures 
assume that any expenditures made under this appropriation authority are captured in the SOS actuals cited above. Figures cited do not include federal or state match 
expenditures from the Help America Vote Act Budget Object.

Texas FY 2018, FY 2019: Office of the Secretary of State, Operating Budget for Fiscal Year 2020 at  https://docs.lbb.state.tx.us/Main/DocDisplay.aspx, 3.A. 4-9.

FY 2019: Legislative Appropriation Request For Fiscal Years 2022 and 2023 Submitted to the Governor’s Office of Budget, Planning and Policy and the Legislative Budget 
Board by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State at https://docs.lbb.texas.gov/Main/DocDisplay.aspx, pp 42 - 55. 

FY 2022 & FY 2023: Legislative Appropriation Request For Fiscal Years 2024 and 2025 submitted to the Governor’s Office of Budget, Planning and Policy and the Legislative 
Budget Board by the Office of the Texas Secretary of State at https://docs.lbb.texas.gov/Main/DocDisplay.aspx, pp. 47 - 60.

Notes: Even number years include reimbursements for primary election costs. Texas also reimburses postage for voter registration applications and additional funding to 
defray the costs of voter registration.   Figures cited do not include expenditures for administering HAVA.
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