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Vote centers are an alternative to assigned local polling places, where jurisdictions host
fewer voting locations but allow residents to vote at any location. This reform has
expanded rapidly over the past few years, part of a broader trend toward polling place
consolidation. We document the expansion of vote centers with a new database of all
jurisdictions using Election Day vote centers. As of 2025, roughly 30 percent of the
nation’s registered voters live in one of the 625 local jurisdictions that provide Election
Day vote centers. Vote centers are more common in large jurisdictions, and
implementation typically means a substantial reduction in the number of polling places
and poll workers, easing some of the burden on recruiting poll workers. We also find
that local jurisdictions experience significant declines in provisional ballots and rejected
provisional ballots after adopting vote centers. In the 2024 general election, voters at
Election Day vote centers reported a somewhat less positive voting experience than
other voters. However, in voter and poll worker surveys in two adopting jurisdictions we

find very strong support for vote centers.



Introduction

This paper examines the implementation and performance of Election Day vote
centers. Vote centers are an alternative to assigned local polling places, where
jurisdictions host fewer voting locations but allow residents to vote at any location. Much
of the existing research focuses on case studies and the earliest adopters of vote
centers (e.g., Stein and Vonnahme 2008; Montjoy 2008). Meanwhile, this reform has
expanded rapidly over the past few years during a period of polling place consolidation
(Manion et al. 2023). At least 625 local jurisdictions, serving roughly 30 percent of the
nation’s registered voters, use vote centers for Election Day voting. However, we still
lack considerable basic research on the performance of vote centers. A key part of our
research is to create and maintain a database of local jurisdictions that have
implemented vote centers, including the year of adoption. We then use this database
and existing data sources to produce more comprehensive research on the impact of
vote centers on local administration and voters. Our research fills a critical gap in the
understanding of vote centers and will improve our capacity for future election
administration research.

Local jurisdictions in at least 19 states now provide vote centers for Election Day
voting, with most locations implementing this reform between 2020 and 2024. Vote
centers are more common in large jurisdictions, which are more likely to have the staff
and equipment necessary for successful vote center adoption. On average, jurisdictions
implementing vote centers see a roughly 50 percent reduction in the number of Election
Day polling places and a 30 percent reduction in the number of poll workers. As a result,

vote center jurisdictions report greater ease in recruiting poll workers after adoption. We



also find a broad decline in the number of provisional ballots and rejected provisional
ballots cast in vote center jurisdictions. In a national survey conducted after the 2024
election, voters at Election Day vote centers reported a somewhat less positive voting
experience than other voters. However, in surveys of voters and poll workers in two

adopting jurisdictions we find widespread support for vote centers.

Background

Most states now allow vote centers (particularly for early voting), where voters
can choose to vote at one of several designated vote centers, instead of only being
allowed to vote at an assigned polling place. The COVID-19 pandemic and financial
pressures have accelerated the trend toward polling place consolidation, particularly in
heavily populated counties (Persily and Stewart, 2021; Manion et al., 2023), and vote
centers seem to be an appealing solution.

Adopting vote centers requires modern technology and coordinated changes in
many elements of election administration. Like any significant election reform, making
the shift to vote centers requires careful management of the interdependent functions of
the election administration ecosystem (Hale et al., 2015; Huefner et al., 2007). When all
of those changes are well-planned and executed, then the resulting voting experience
proceeds pretty smoothly (Doyle 2008; Manion et al. 2023). When the shift to vote
centers is not well-coordinated then the rollout can be messy, including long lines and
dissatisfied voters (Montjoy 2008; Chen et al. 2021). Careful implementation of vote

centers is very important.



More generally, adopting vote centers can reduce some election costs since vote
centers require fewer polling places and poll workers and vote center technology tends
to improve efficiency in ballot printing. Jones and Stein (2021) find that officials in
jurisdictions with vote centers report less difficulty in recruiting poll workers than
jurisdictions with assigned polling places. In particular, switching to vote centers tends to
reduce costs associated with payroll, polling place rentals, and ballot printing (Scheele
et al. 2009; Hall et al. 2012; Folz 2014; Stein 2016; Manion et al. 2023). However, those
savings tend to be offset, to a lesser degree, by increased costs in other areas, like
educating voters on the new system (Manion et al. 2023).

On balance, there is no clear impact of vote centers on voter turnout. On the one
hand, adopting vote centers means fewer voting locations, which tends to lower voter
turnout (Tomkins et al. 2022; Bitzer et al. 2023). On the other hand, the option of more
voting locations rather than one assigned location offers some convenience to voters.
Available evidence yields mixed results on the impact of vote centers on voter turnout.
Some research finds that voter centers are associated with modest increases in turnout,
primarily in lower turnout elections and among low propensity voters (Stein and
Vonnahme 2008, 2012a; Hall et al. 2012; Bryant 2019; McGhee et al., 2019; Cortina
and Rottinghaus 2019). Some carefully researched studies in California find slightly
lower turnout in some elections in counties that adopted vote centers, while vote center
voters traveled further to cast their ballots than voters at traditional polling places
(Romero et al., 2019; McGhee 2025). Other studies find no effect of vote centers on

voter turnout (Folz 2014; Scheele et al. 2009). Furthermore, turnout does not seem to



increase as voters gain more experience with vote centers (McGhee 2025). Vote
centers do not have a consistent impact on voter turnout.

Adopting vote centers changes some administrative outcomes too. For example,
vote centers are associated with significant reductions in provisional ballots and rejected
provisional ballots (Scheele et al. 2009; Stein 2016; Romero, Meier, and Pavia 2022;
Manion et al. 2023). One advantage of vote centers is that voters no longer need to
appear at the correct polling place, and appearing at the wrong polling place is a
common reason for casting a provisional ballot (U.S. EAC 2024). In some states, like
California, vote centers are part of an expanded set of voting options, including in
person early voting and absentee voting. As a result, vote centers are associated with
increased early voting (Scheele et al. 2009), absentee voting (Stein 2016; Bryant 2019)
or both (Romero, Meier, and Pavia 2022).

Like many election reforms, we do not know much about the impact of vote
centers on the voting experience or voter trust in election results (Nyhan et al. 2023).
The quality of the voting experience tends to be associated with voter confidence
(Atkeson and Saunders 2007; Claassen et al. 2013; King 2020; Alvarez et al. 2021),
and in-person voters tend to report higher levels of trust in election results than mail
voters (Bryant 2020). Vote centers seem to be popular, at least in places where the
rollout has been smooth. Some studies find that vote centers are associated with higher
levels of voter confidence and satisfaction with the voting experience than
precinct-based polling places (Stein and Vonnahme 2012b, 2014; Folz 2014; Scheele et
al. 2009). We have conducted surveys of voters and poll workers in St. Louis County

and Fresno County, CA, after the last two general elections. Both groups report very



positive experiences with vote centers. Over 70% of voters and over 90% of poll
workers prefer to keep vote centers rather than switching back to assigned polling
places (Bryant et al. 2024). However, research in California finds that voters of color
were less likely to be aware of new voting procedures (Romero and Chami 2022). Not
all voters experience vote centers in the same way, and vote centers may pose
challenges for voters with limited access to transportation. Much of the research on vote
centers examines early adopters or single locations. We hope to add to the evidence
base with a more comprehensive examination of all local jurisdictions in the United

States.

Jurisdictions Using Vote Centers

The use of vote centers is expanding quickly. We compiled a database of all local
jurisdictions that use vote centers for Election Day voting. As of 2025, at least 625
counties (serving over 69 million registered voters, roughly 30 percent of the nation's
electorate) in 19 states have adopted vote centers for Election Day voting. Figure 1
presents the year of adoption (the first general election) for local jurisdictions that use
vote centers for Election Day voting. As the graph shows, the number of adopters has
increased over time, and there is a surge of implementation after the COVID-19

pandemic. Most jurisdictions adopted Election Day vote centers in 2020 or after.



Figure 1. Most counties adopted vote centers recently (since 2020)
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Figure 2 shows which local jurisdictions currently had Election Day vote centers
as of 2025. In many states the map has a checkerboard quality: some local jurisdictions
in the state have adopted vote centers while other jurisdictions have not. Election Day
vote centers may not be appropriate for all localities. As noted above, at least 19 states
have some local jurisdictions using Election Day vote centers. These states fall into two
different regulatory regimes. About one-third of adopters are in vote-by-mail (VBM)
states, primarily in the West, where most people vote by mail and relatively few people
vote in person on Election Day. In VBM jurisdictions, vote centers are a relatively thin
share of the election administration portfolio: just a few vote centers serve a relatively

small number of Election Day voters. In the 2024 general election, the median vote



center jurisdiction in VBM states hosted three Election Day vote centers. On average,
slightly less than 10 percent of ballots were cast at Election Day vote centers in these

jurisdictions during the 2024 election (U.S. EAC 2025).

Figure 2
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The remaining adopters, roughly two-thirds of vote center jurisdictions, are
located primarily in Midwest and Plains states where most people vote in person. In the
in-person jurisdictions, vote centers are a more central part of the voting experience: a
larger number of vote centers serve a bigger share of Election Day voters. In the 2024

general election, the median vote center jurisdiction in in-person states managed nine



Election Day vote centers. On average, roughly 43 percent of ballots were cast at
Election Day vote centers in these jurisdictions during the 2024 general election (U.S.
EAC 2025). Finally, Election Day vote centers are largely absent from the East coast of
the United States.

Given the savings and administrative benefits associated with vote centers, as
well as the resources needed for successful adoption, we expect that vote centers are
most appealing to large jurisdictions. Large jurisdictions are most likely to have the
financial resources and staff needed to purchase the technology and oversee the
logistical and staffing changes required for successful implementation. Large
jurisdictions also are most likely to value the reductions in polling places and poll
workers generated by a shift to vote centers. We find evidence of this in the 2024
Election Administration and Voting Survey (EAVS) data (U.S. EAC 2025). As Table 1
shows, Election Day vote centers are more common in large jurisdictions (those with at
least 250,000 registered voters) and medium-sized jurisdictions than in small
jurisdictions. Interestingly, the relationship between jurisdiction size and vote center

adoption is stronger in vote-by-mail states than in in-person voting states.

Table 1. Vote Centers are more common in large jurisdictions

Jurisdiction Size

Percent using Election Small (< 25,000 Medium (25,000 to | Large (more than

Day VC registered voters) | 250,000 registered) | 250,000 registered)
All states (N=6,447) 7.0% 19.6% 25.6%
VBM states (N=566) 18.7% 45.8% 63.8%

In-Person states (N=5,881) 6.0% 16.8% 13.5%




Administrative Data

To estimate the impact of Election Day vote centers on administrative outcomes,
we merge our data on local jurisdictions using vote centers with administrative data from
the Election Administration and Voting Survey (EAVS). The EAVS data provide
comprehensive information about election administration in each local jurisdiction in the
United States for each general election since 2004. We combine our vote center data
with the EAVS time series data (U.S. EAC 2024) and the 2024 EAVS data (U.S. EAC
2025) to create a panel data set of roughly 64,500 observations (6,452 jurisdictions
observed during 10 election cycles from 2004 to 2024 ). Because of missing data for
many local jurisdictions, particularly in the early years of EAVS data collection, we have
closer to 50,000 complete observations in the panel data. For example, in the 2006
election cycle EAVS reported county-level data for states that administer elections at the
municipal level (Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont, and
Wisconsin). In all other years EAVS reports municipal level data for these states. Since
we want a panel data set with a consistent set of local jurisdictions in each state we
drop the 2006 county observations for those six states. We also do our best to correct

obvious typographical errors in the EAVS data.

We use the panel data to conduct a difference-in-differences (DID) analysis of
election administration outcomes associated with vote centers. For each adopter, we
know the general election when the jurisdiction first implemented Election Day vote
centers. This allows us to compare the periods before and after adoption for each vote

center jurisdiction. As Figure 1 shows, most jurisdictions adopted vote centers between



2020 and 2024. Non-adopting jurisdictions serve as a control group. In states with some
vote center jurisdictions, we match non-adopting local jurisdictions to adopting
jurisdictions within the same state. We match jurisdictions in states without any vote
centers to adopting states with a similar mix of Election Day, early, and mail voting

(Stewart 2025; U.S. EAC 2025), preferably from the same region of the country.

For each administrative outcome, we estimate a fixed effects regression equation
to model the impact of vote centers. The DID design assesses the impact of vote
centers by measuring how much the difference in administrative outcomes between the
two groups of local jurisdictions changes after the adoption of vote centers. In ordinary
least squares regression analysis, the treatment effect is estimated by an interaction
between a treatment dummy variable (indicating whether a jurisdiction is a vote center
adopter or not) and a binary time variable (indicating whether the time period is before
or after adoption of vote centers)." A statistically significant coefficient for the interaction
term indicates a vote center effect. Aside from missing data, we include all local
jurisdictions as fixed effects in the analysis to take into account factors we cannot
measure, such as local culture or administrative posture. For example, if a county has a
particular approach to polling places or provisional ballots, for example, that should be
captured by the fixed effect portion of the statistical model. We also include a control for
the number of registered voters in each regression model, to account for possible
changes in administrative outcomes as the local electorate increases or decreases.

Finally, we estimate robust standard errors to correct for non-constant error variance.

' For a summary of the statistical treatment of DID methods, see Bailey (2021, chapter 8). In our
application, the dummy variable for vote center adopters is absorbed into the jurisdiction fixed effects.
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Our central goal is to examine whether vote centers are associated with a shift in

administrative measures.

We first document a substantial reduction in the number of polling places and poll
workers in jurisdictions that adopt Election Day vote centers. As Table 2 shows, the
average number of polling places in vote center jurisdictions declines by 27 locations
after adoption, slightly more than a 50 percent drop in the number of Election Day voting
locations. The median vote center jurisdiction experiences a decline from 15 to 6 voting
locations (a 60 percent drop) after adoption. Meanwhile, in non-adopting jurisdictions
the number of Election Day polling places increased by 2.6 locations, on average,

during the same time period.

Table 2. Vote Centers reduce the number of polling places and poll workers
(Fixed effects regression: EAVS time series 2004-2024)

Dependent Variable

Explanatory Variable Election Day polling places Number of poll workers
After adoption 2.60° 23.02°

(0.73) (5.86)
Vote center * After adoption -27.24 -102.49*

(3.59) (17.77)
Control for # registered v v
Jurisdiction fixed effects v v
N 50,268 45,579
Local jurisdictions 6,452 6,446
R? 0.83 0.79

The dependent variable is indicated at the top of each column. Cell entries are OLS
coefficients (robust standard errors in parentheses).

*p < .05, two-tailed test
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Table 2 also shows that the average number of poll workers in vote center
jurisdictions declines by roughly 102 workers after adoption, almost a 30 percent drop in
poll workers. The median vote center jurisdiction experiences a decline from 78 to 52
poll workers (a 33 percent drop) after adoption. Meanwhile, in non-adopting jurisdictions
the average number of poll workers increased by 23 people during the same time
period. We see a similar increase in the median number of poll workers in non-adopting
jurisdictions. Finally, the control variable for the number of registered voters has a small
but statistically significant negative coefficient in both regression models in Table 2. We
observe a lot of local continuity in the number of polling places, even in many rural

jurisdictions where the electorate has declined over the past 20 years.

The EAVS survey includes a question that asks local jurisdictions how easy or
difficult it is to recruit a sufficient number of poll workers. There are five response
options: very easy, somewhat easy, neither difficult nor easy, somewhat difficult, and
very difficult.? Given the substantial reduction in poll workers in localities that adopt vote
centers, we expect vote center jurisdictions will report an improvement in their ability to

recruit poll workers. This is what we find in Table 3.

2 We recoded jurisdictions who responded “not enough information to answer” (11,559 cases) to the
middle category. Results in Table 3 are essentially the same without this coding change.
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Table 3. Vote Centers reduce difficulties in recruiting poll workers

Comparison group Before adoption After adoption

Very difficult or somewhat difficult recruiting poll workers

Non-adopting jurisdictions 29.2% 46.7%

Vote center jurisdictions 59.1% 48.2%

Very easy or somewhat easy recruiting poll workers

Non-adopting jurisdictions 21.0% 17.9%
Vote center jurisdictions 15.3% 24.4%
N = 29,133 N =12,865

The EAVS time series data documents consistent difficulty in recruiting poll
workers as the poll worker population has aged during the past 20 years, although there
is some improvement since 2020 (Hostetter 2020; U.S. EAC 2025). Each year a
plurality of local jurisdictions report some difficulty in recruiting poll workers. However, as
Table 3 shows, vote center jurisdictions report a 9 percentage point decline in difficulty
recruiting poll workers (and a similar increase in ease of recruiting poll workers) after
adoption. In contrast, non-adopting jurisdictions report increased difficulty in recruiting
poll workers during the same time period. The recent trend in easier poll worker

recruitment seems to be driven by vote center jurisdictions.

Next we estimate the impact of vote centers on provisional ballots. Since vote
centers provide flexibility by no longer requiring voters to appear at an assigned polling
place, we expect a drop in provisional ballots after vote centers are adopted. The EAVS

provisional ballot data is noisier than the polling place data. Consistent with prior case
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studies, we observe a substantial reduction in the number of provisional ballots and
rejected provisional ballots in jurisdictions that adopt Election Day vote centers. As
Table 4 shows, the average number of provisional ballots cast in vote center
jurisdictions declines by slightly more than 1000, a bit more than a 50 percent drop in
the number of provisional ballots. In contrast, we observe no significant change in the

number of provisional ballots cast in non-adopting jurisdictions during the same time

period.
Table 4. Vote Centers reduce the number of provisional ballots
(Fixed effects regression: EAVS time series 2004-2024)
Dependent Variable
Explanatory Variable Total provisional ballots Rejected provisional ballots
After adoption 87.62 0.17
(90.37) (12.60)
Vote center * After adoption -1009.19° -122.07*
(378.53) (45.47)
Control for # registered v v
Jurisdiction fixed effects v 4
N 52,612 46,260
Local jurisdictions 6,397 5,915
R? 0.64 0.65

The dependent variable is indicated at the top of each column. Cell entries are OLS
coefficients (robust standard errors in parentheses).

*p < .05, two-tailed test

We find a similar pattern with rejected provisional ballots. As Table 4 shows, the
average number of rejected provisional ballots in vote center jurisdictions declines by

slightly more than 122, almost a 40 percent drop in the number of rejected provisional
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ballots. In contrast, we observe no significant change in the number of provisional
ballots rejected in non-adopting jurisdictions during the same time period. To complete
this point, we find a significant reduction, and near elimination, in the number of
provisional ballots rejected for being in the wrong precinct in voter center jurisdictions,
but not in non-adopting jurisdictions. Finally, we find no relationship between jurisdiction
size (the number of registered voters) and provisional ballots (total or rejected). Thus,
the EAVS data confirm a broad reduction in provisional ballots in jurisdictions that adopt

Election Day vote centers.

Vote Centers and the Voting Experience

In addition to developing a database on the implementation and performance of
vote centers across the country, we examine the relationship between Election Day vote
centers and reports of the voting experience. We use data from the 2024 Survey of the
Performance of American Elections (SPAE). The 2024 survey includes 10,200
registered voters, with 200 responses gathered from each state and the District of
Columbia. The survey was administered by YouGov immediately after the 2024 election,
from November 6 to November 27. The survey includes several questions about how
respondents experienced the voting process, so it is a good resource for comparing

people who voted at an Election Day vote center to other voters in the same election.

We matched our data on Election Day vote center jurisdictions to the 2024 SPAE
data via the zip code variable. Roughly 28 percent of the SPAE respondents lived in a

jurisdiction that offered Election Day vote centers in the 2024 election, which is similar
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to our estimate of the nationwide availability of vote centers above. However, not

everyone in a vote center jurisdiction cast their ballot at an Election Day vote center.

Election Day vote center voters made up a small but substantial portion of the
electorate in 2024. In the SPAE sample, 9,520 respondents said they voted or tried to
vote in the 2024 election. When asked about their voting mode, 39 percent reported
voting on Election Day, 30 percent voted early in-person (EIP), and 31 percent voted by
mail, figures similar to estimates from the Voting and Registration Supplement of the
Current Population Survey (Stewart 2025).®> When we further break down the 2024
Election Day voters, 31 percent of voters in the SPAE sample voted at an assigned
polling place (EDPP) while 8.5 percent voted at a vote center (EDVC in Figure 3). We
estimate that roughly one-third of respondents living in a vote center jurisdiction voted at
an Election Day vote center. Furthermore, approximately one-in-five Election Day voters

cast their ballots at a vote center in 2024.

3 In the SPAE sample, 24 potential voters reported “I don’t know” to the voting mode question. Those
respondents are excluded from the analyses that follow.
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Figure 3. Voting Mode in the 2024 General Election, SPAE Survey
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Examining measures of the voting experience from the 2024 SPAE survey, we
see that vote center voters report a somewhat less positive experience than other
voters. Since implementing vote centers means a substantial reduction in voting
locations, many vote center voters will cast their ballots at a new location and may face
some difficulty in finding their voting location. As Figure 4 shows, 85 percent of early
in-person voters and 80 percent of Election Day polling place voters indicated that it
was “very easy” to find their polling place, compared to 63 percent of Election Day vote
center voters. Vote center participants were more likely than other voters to report that it

was “somewhat difficult” or “fairly easy” to find their polling place in 2024. These
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differences by voting mode are statistically significant (p<.01). Stewart (2025) notes a
ten percentage point decline from 2020 to 2024 in the share of voters who reported that
it was very easy to find their polling place on Election Day. Perhaps some of the decline
in ease of finding polling places is due to the significant expansion of vote centers

during that period.

Figure 4. Difficulty Finding Polling Place by Voting Mode, 2024 SPAE Survey
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We see a similar pattern with voting wait times. With fewer voting locations, vote
centers must serve a larger number of voters than traditional polling places. Thus, we
expect that voting lines tend to be longer at vote centers. As Figure 5 shows, fewer

voters experience short wait times (10 minutes or less) at Election Day vote centers (42
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percent) than at Election Day polling places (64 percent) or early in-person locations (62
percent). Similarly, vote center participants were more likely than other voters to report
waiting between ten minutes and one hour to vote, but vote center voters were not more
likely than others to wait more than one hour. These differences by voting mode are
statistically significant (p<.01). The Presidential Commission on Election Administration
(2014) created a goal that people should not have to wait more than 30 minutes to vote.
When we focus on that benchmark, 15 percent of EDVC and early voters and 10
percent of Election Day polling place voters waited at least 30 minutes in the 2024

election.

Figure 5. Waiting Times by Voting Mode, 2024 SPAE Survey
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We see a familiar pattern when we examine measures of poll worker and polling
place performance. As Figure 6 shows, 73 percent of early in-person voters and 68
percent of Election Day polling place voters rate their poll worker performance as
“excellent,” compared to 51 percent of Election Day vote center voters. Vote center
participants were more likely than other in-person voters to evaluate poll worker
performance as “good” in the 2024 election (p < .01). There were no significant
differences by voting mode in ratings of poll worker performance as “fair” or “poor.”
Similarly, 87 percent of early in-person voters and 84 percent of Election Day polling
place voters indicate that their polling place was run “very well,” compared to 79 percent
of Election Day vote center voters. Vote center voters were more likely than other
in-person voters to evaluate their polling place as “okay.” Polling place ratings of “not
well” or “terrible” were extremely rare and did not vary significantly by voting mode. We
also found no significant differences by voting mode when we examined reported

problems with voter registration or voting equipment.
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Figure 6. Poll Worker Performance by Voting Mode, 2024 SPAE Survey
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Finally, we see much the same pattern when we examine measures of the overall
voting experience. As Figure 7 shows, 72 percent of mail voters, 71 percent of early
in-person voters and 70 percent of Election Day polling place voters are “very confident”
that their vote was counted as they intended, compared to 59 percent of Election Day
vote center voters. Vote center participants were more likely than other voters to be
“somewhat confident” in their own vote in the 2024 election (p < .01). There were no
significant differences by voting mode in “not too confident” and “not at all confident”
responses. Similarly, Election Day vote center participants were less likely than other
voters to strongly agree that their voting experience was mostly positive, but EDVC

voters were no more likely than other voters to disagree that the voting experience was
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mostly positive. In almost all of these polling place and voting experience comparisons,
Election Day vote center voters were less likely than other voters to give the most
positive response and more likely to give the next most positive response. SPAE
respondents who cast their ballots at an Election Day vote center still report a largely

positive voting experience, but a somewhat less positive experience than other voters.

Figure 7. Confidence in Own Vote by Voting Mode, 2024 SPAE Survey
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Opinion on Vote Centers

We also narrowed our focus to St. Louis County, Missouri and Fresno County,
California to gain a deeper understanding of poll workers’ and voters’ experiences with
vote centers. St. Louis County is a suburban jurisdiction in Missouri spanning just over
500 square miles immediately west of St. Louis City (which is a separate county).
Approximately one million people live in St. Louis County, making it the largest county
by population in Missouri (U.S. Census Bureau 2024a). With about 724,000 registered
voters living in 968 precincts, St. Louis County is among the 50 largest local election
jurisdictions in the nation (St. Louis County Board of Elections 2025). White residents
comprise two-thirds of the population. A quarter of the population are Black or African
American, 5.4 percent are Asian or Asian American, and four percent are Hispanic or
Latino (U.S. Census Bureau 2024a). St. Louis County leans Democratic with 60.79% of
voters casting a ballot for Kamala Harris in 2024 and 37.39% supporting Donald Trump.
As a large county serving a diverse and mobile electorate, St. Louis County election
officials face a number of challenges (St. Louis County 2024). Missouri law says nothing
about vote centers, but does not prohibit them. In 2020, St. Louis County was the first
jurisdiction in Missouri to implement vote centers, and the county did so largely on its
own, without guidance from the state, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic (Manion

et al. 2023).

Fresno County, California has a large geographic footprint, spanning nearly
6,000 square miles, and has just over one million residents (U.S. Census Bureau
2024b). With a population that is just slightly higher than St. Louis County, it is much

less densely populated, and it has about 525,000 registered voters (California State
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Portal 2025). The majority of the residents are Hispanic or Latino (55.3%). Non-hispanic
white residents comprise about a quarter of the population, 12.4 percent of the
population is Asian, about six percent is Black, and about three percent is Native
American (U.S. Census Bureau 2024b). Over the past three decades, Fresno County
voters have gone back and forth in their preference between Democratic and
Republican presidential candidates; however, Democrats had won the presidential
vote since 2004 (Sheehan 2020). That streak ended in 2024 when a small majority
(50.89%) of Fresno County voters cast a ballot for Donald Trump and 46.5% supported
Kamala Harris (Fresno County 2024). Fresno County began planning in 2019 and first
implemented vote centers in March 2020, two weeks before the COVID-19 pandemic
put the state into its first lockdown (Bryant et al. 2024).

As part of a previous research project, Lisa Bryant, Anita Manion, and David
Kimball (2024) conducted online surveys of registered voters in both Fresno and St.
Louis counties following the 2022 general election. To assess voter awareness of the
implementation of vote centers, respondents were asked, “Where are you allowed to
vote in (county name)?” Nearly 62% of voters in St. Louis County reported that they
could vote at any location compared to only 42% of voters in Fresno County. When
excluding those who said, “don’t know” and keeping only those who chose an assigned
precinct or any location, the difference is smaller, but still statistically significant with a
13 percentage point gap (58% in Fresno County compared to 71% in St. Louis County
who knew they could vote at any location). Respondents were also asked whether they
preferred letting voters go to any polling location or whether they preferred an assigned

location. Nearly three-fourths (72%) preferred the vote center model to assigned
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locations. Preference for vote centers was high in both locations, but more pronounced
in St. Louis (80%) than in Fresno (71%) (t=4.13, p<.001), excluding don’t know
responses.

We also surveyed poll workers in St. Louis and Fresno Counties in 2022 and
2024 to determine their perceptions of vote centers. In the 2022 post-election survey,
administered by Barry Burden and Bob Stein, we found that 89 percent of Fresno
County and 93 percent of St. Louis County poll workers preferred vote centers to
assigned precinct voting. In 2024, the poll worker survey was administered by David
Kimball and Anita Manion. The online survey was in the field from December 14, 2024
through March 4, 2025. In Fresno County there were 195 respondents and in St. Louis
County there were 1,280 respondents. Consistent with the 2022 survey, we found that
an overwhelming 97 percent of St. Louis County poll workers and 82 percent of Fresno
County poll workers preferred vote centers to assigned precinct voting, excluding don’t
know responses. Overall, both voters and poll workers express a strong preference for

vote centers over assigned precinct locations.

Conclusion/Discussion

The adoption of vote centers has grown quickly over the past few years,
particularly in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. Many states now allow vote
centers, and approximately 30 percent of registered voters in the United States live in
jurisdictions that provide Election Day vote centers. Our research helps document the
national reach of this election reform. The flexibility and resilience offered by vote

centers, as well as the technology and staff required for implementation, make them
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more attractive to large, densely populated jurisdictions. Adopting vote centers typically
means a substantial reduction in the number of polling places and poll workers. Thus, it
is no surprise that vote center jurisdictions report greater ease in recruiting poll workers
after adoption. Furthermore, we find nationwide evidence that shifting to vote centers is
associated with significant declines in the number of provisional ballots and rejected
provisional ballots cast in vote center jurisdictions. In the 2024 election, Election day
vote center voters report a fairly positive voting experience, but somewhat less positive
than those who cast their ballot by a different voting mode. Finally, in surveys of voters
and poll workers in two adopting jurisdictions we find widespread support for vote
centers. We hope this is the first of several reports on the implementation and
performance of vote centers. While we do not examine early voting in this study, we
note that many local jurisdictions now provide a small number of vote centers for early
voting. This may lead voters to expect to be able to vote at any location on Election Day
too.

Nevertheless, vote centers may not be for everyone. Local election officials are in
a good position to determine how and whether vote centers will serve their constituents
and local conditions. We have noticed some variation in basic features of vote center
implementation. For example, a few jurisdictions offer a hybrid model with some vote
centers and assigned polling places. We found another county that provides vote
centers within each town but does not allow people to vote outside their home town. We

will see how far the vote center movement goes.
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