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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In response to calls for voter registration modernization, proposals have been advanced to use client and 
applicant lists from government agencies to automatically register eligible citizens to vote.1 A central goal 
of any automatic voter registration proposal should be a representative electorate in which all eligible 
citizens, including those from historically underrepresented communities, are effectively registered and 
able to cast a ballot on Election Day. State databases of individuals receiving public assistance benefits—
including SNAP (formerly Food Stamps), Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and Med-
icaid—can be an important source for registering low-income citizens—one of the most under-registered 
segments of the population.

To better understand the nature of public assistance agencies’ computerized eligibility databases and 
their ability to facilitate automatic voter registration, Dēmos conducted telephone interviews with public 
assistance agencies in 41 out of 51 states (including the District of Columbia). A subsequent follow-up 
survey focusing on several issues discovered during the initial interviews was received from 29 of the 41 
states. The respondents were primarily state-level program and policy directors who were both familiar 
with the benefits application process and the use of eligibility databases. 

Key Findings

»» Our research shows that public assistance agencies are generally well-positioned for voter registra-
tion modernization. Much of the information necessary for registering individuals to vote is be-
ing captured, maintained, and updated in agency databases. Nevertheless, some states will be re-
quired to adjust their systems or alter their procedures in order to capture and seamlessly transmit 
the necessary data in the most voter-protective way. 

»» The majority of the information required to register to vote—full name, date of birth, and So-
cial Security number —is collected and stored for every household member receiving benefits in 
virtually all public assistance databases. Citizenship status must be provided by all applicants for 
SNAP, TANF, and Medicaid and is a required field in the vast majority of databases we surveyed. 
While some states are able to upload a digital image of an applicant’s signature, many others do 
not currently have this capability.

»» All public assistance records require entry of first and last name for every client in the database. 
However, not all states require a “formal legal name.” Some states will instead allow the use of 
nicknames or aliases (e.g., Ted rather than Edward). Special attention will need to be paid in at-
tempting to identify duplicates and to ensure that no eligible voter is kept off the rolls or prevented 
from voting because they prefer to use a nickname. 

»» Some states reported that they do not require all clients to provide a residential address, allowing 
a mailing address to be used instead. This is a potential problem as all states require a residential 
address for voter registration. All states surveyed with the exception of two, however, have a field 
for residential addresses in their database, even if not required.

»» While some states use USPS-certified software to standardize and improve the accuracy of the 
addresses in their databases, others do not, potentially complicating the already difficult processes 
of eliminating duplicate registrations and maintaining accurate voter lists.
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INTRODUCTION

Democracy works best when everyone in a society is able to participate in the decisions that affect their 
lives. America prides itself on its commitment to fair and open democratic elections. Indeed, we have 
made enormous progress in the course of our nation’s history in opening up our democratic system, ex-
panding the vote and increasing the effectiveness of our electoral machinery. 

Nevertheless, a consensus is building among policy makers, community leaders and elections experts 
that the current system of voter registration must be modernized. Despite passage of the Help America 
Vote Act in 2002 and substantial improvements in the administration of elections, voter participation in 
America continues to lag far behind that of most other modern democracies.2 Almost 60 million citi-
zens remained unregistered to vote in the 2008 election.3 Registration rates were particularly low among 
lower - income citizens, skewing upwards the wealth and income bias of the electorate. And millions 
of Americans who had timely applied for voter registration in advance of the 2008 presidential election 
were prevented from voting because of problems with voter registration systems4—even as hundreds of 
millions of scarce public dollars had been allocated to election administration each year.5

These problems can be corrected. Dēmos has advanced various policy reforms to help expand opportuni-
ties for voter registration, particularly among citizens historically underrepresented in the electorate. One 
such innovation is Same-Day Registration. The unnecessarily early voter registration deadlines adopted 
by most states serve to cut off the vote to many otherwise eligible voters - particularly young people, low-
income individuals and others with higher rates of geographic mobility – who miss the chance to regis-
ter before the close of the registration period.6 A workable alternative is available. The nine states with 
Same-Day Registration allow citizens to register and cast a ballot just before elections, if not on Election 
Day itself. Voter participation there exceeds the turnout rates of states that close off voter registration in 
the weeks before an election.7

Another effective innovation for expanding voter registration and narrowing the class and race bias of 
the electorate was mandated by the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA). State public as-
sistance offices that administer benefits such as the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), the Food Stamps program, Medicaid and the 
Women, Infants and Children (WIC) programs were to provide voter registration opportunities to the 
lower-income individuals who apply for or receive program benefits.8 Regrettably, state compliance with 
the federal law has fallen off precipitously since the law first went into effect.9 Through research, advo-
cacy, technical assistance and litigation, Dēmos’ Public Agency Voter Registration Project has helped 
bring targeted states back into compliance with the law, with dramatic results. Missouri’s public assis-
tance agencies reported a nearly 20-fold increase in voter registration applications in the first 12 month 
period that following a July 2008 court order.10

Same-Day Registration and full compliance with the NVRA are two proven means for expanding the 
registration of eligible voters. But the universal registration of every citizen – and a reliable, polling place 
remedy for deficient voter rolls – will requires a new system of automatic registration, as generally prac-
ticed in other industrialized democracies.
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What is Voter Registration 
Modernization?

A truly modernized voter registration system 
would relieve the individual of the responsibility 
for voter registration by taking advantage of pub-
lic structures that already serve citizens in myriad 
ways. Departments of motor vehicles, public as-
sistance agencies, and other governmental offices 
would collect basic information from their client 
databases and transmit to state election officials all 
the data necessary—and only that which is neces-
sary—for adding citizens to the voter rolls. Agen-
cies would forward notice of address changes to 
election officials so that voter records would always 
be current. Individuals preferring not to register to 
vote could exercise an opt-out option. Any eligible 
voter who was missed by automatic voter registra-
tion procedures would have an opportunity to add 
herself to the voter rolls and cast a regular ballot on 
Election Day.11

Automatic voter registration is the norm in a num-
ber of industrialized nations. Governments in Ar-
gentina, Australia, Canada, France and elsewhere 
register their citizens to vote.12 Virtually all of these 
countries boast voter registration rates between 90 
and 100 percent while maintaining highly accurate 
rolls. The U.S. lags far behind with a registration 
rate of only 68 percent.13

In the U.S., political leaders and election authori-
ties from both major parties are now pressing for 
just such a modern and effective voter registration 
system. A Committee to Modernize Voter Reg-
istration, comprised of election experts and state 
and national leaders from both major parties, has 
been formed to encourage the modernization of our 
voter registration system.14 In addition, some states 
are beginning to experiment with automatic voter 
registration systems. Delaware is one state in the 
forefront of reform. As of 2009, data on individuals 
served by the state Department of Motor Vehicles 
are transmitted electronically to county election of-
ficials for voter registration and updating of voter 
records. For more information on Delaware’s eSig-
nature system, see the box on page 3.

eSignature:  
Delaware’s Electronic 
Voter Registration 
System 

Delaware launched eSignature, its electronic voter 
registration system in early 2009. Developed by the 
Department of Elections (DOE), the Department of 
Motor Vehicles (DMV), and the Department of Tech-
nology and Information, eSignature generates an elec-
tronic voter registration application for DMV custom-
ers wishing to register to vote. A specially-designed 
electronic keypad allows customers to verify the accu-
racy of each data field inputted from the DMV data-
base—dramatically reducing errors and incomplete ap-
plications—and provide an electronic signature. Social 
Security information is matched by the DMV against 
the Federal Social Security On-Line Verification Sys-
tem to verify identity. The applicant’s completed reg-
istration application is then transmitted electronically 
to county DOE offices. Elections staff there compare 
applicant data and state criminal records to verify the 
individual’s eligibility to vote. Once the match is suc-
cessfully completed, county elections officials finalize 
the individual’s voter registration. Delaware developed 
eSignature with $600,000 in federal Help America 
Vote Act funds.

According to State Elections Commissioner Elaine 
Manlove, eSignature has produced tremendous results, 
reducing costs and time spent on voter registration while 
significantly increasing the number of accurate trans-
actions. The DMV recently reported saving $250,000 
to $500,000 thus far with the switch to eSignature. It 
expects to save close to $1 million annually from de-
creased paper and printing costs and the elimination of 
antiquated equipment. Neither the DMV nor DOE re-
port problems with eSignature usage. 

Delaware is now looking to expand the eSignature pro-
gram to other statewide agencies like the Department of 
Health and Social Services and the Department of La-
bor. Policy makers, elections administrators and voting 
reformers from around the country are closely studying 
eSignature as a prototype for a fully functional auto-
matic voter registration system of the future. 
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Why Public Assistance Agencies?

Voter registration rates are stubbornly stratified along class lines. Registration among low-income Ameri-
cans in the November 2008 presidential election was 19 percentage points lower than among higher-
income citizens, despite state and federal attempts to close the income gap.15 Congress’ most recent effort 
to boost registration rates among low-income citizens came in 1993 with passage of the National Voter 
Registration Act (NVRA). Americans who applied for or received public assistance benefits including 
Food Stamps (now SNAP), Medicaid, AFDC (now TANF), and WIC would be offered an opportunity 
to register to vote, as would citizens served at state departments of motor vehicles. 

Regrettably, state compliance with the NVRA’s public agency registration provisions has fallen off pre-
cipitously in recent years. Voter registration applications from those agencies fell by 63 percent from 
1995-1996 to 2007-2008.16 While close oversight of agency compliance and strict enforcement of the law 
can affect a dramatic reversal of these declines—as shown by Dēmos’ Public Agency Voter Registration 
Project in several target states—only a complete modernization of voter registration can achieve universal 
registration of the eligible electorate.17 Public assistance agencies would play a vital roll in ensuring that 
low-income citizens are automatically registered under any such system of universal registration.

ARE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AGENCIES READY FOR VRM? 
A SURVEY

Dēmos conducted initial exploratory interviews with personnel at public assistance agencies in 41 states 
over two months in 2009 in order to gain a general understanding of the agencies’ databases systems, 
how they are used, and the information stored within them.18 A subsequent follow-up survey focus-
ing on several issues discovered during the initial interviews was received from 29 of the 41 states.19 
The source of our specific findings, whether the 41 initial interviews or 29 follow-up surveys, is noted 
throughout. Most interviewees and survey respondents were policy specialists or program directors 
for one or more public assistance programs. Questions focused specifically on the SNAP, TANF, and 
Medicaid programs, three of the largest public assistance programs that already have years of experience 
facilitating voter registration under the National Voter Registration Act.20 

In assessing readiness, we focused on the extent to which agencies are able to provide the data necessary 
to register their clients to vote—full name, residential address, date of birth, Social Security number, 
citizenship status, and signature—in a format that ensures that no eligible voter is kept off the rolls or 
required to overcome additional obstacles to registration.21 See Appendix for a state-by-state summary of 
responses from the initial interviews and follow-up surveys.

Findings

Our research shows that public assistance agencies are generally well-positioned for voter registration 
modernization. Much of the information necessary for registering individuals to vote is being captured, 
maintained and updated in agency databases. Nevertheless, some states will be required to adjust their 
systems or alter their procedures in order to capture and seamlessly transmit the necessary data. Not all 
states capture each data element required for voter registration and many are currently unable to transmit 
digital signatures. Finally, some state agencies may need to amend their data formatting practices for cli-
ent names and addresses. These are small changes that could largely reduce the problems—widespread 
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in our current system—of duplicate voter registration records and the unintentional removal of eligible 
voters from the registration rolls.

How Public Assistance Agencies Collect Client Data

The initial public assistance application process typically begins when an individual completes a paper ap-
plication for benefits, either at home or in the agency office. On-line applications are also available in some 
states.22 The head of the household will usually complete one application for all members in her household. 
In most cases, an interview with a caseworker follows.23 During the interview, the caseworker typically 
enters the information from the application into the eligibility database while asking follow-up questions 
to ensure the information is correct and to collect any information that may be missing. 

DATA ELEMENTS

Name 

The most elementary information required for voter registration is an individual’s name. Public assistance 
agencies in all of the 41 states interviewed require the collection of the first and last names of persons 
applying for or receiving public benefits. Yet even the simple collection of such data by public assistance 
agencies can create challenges for election officials and voters alike if uniform standards are not adopted 
across government agencies.

The National Mail Voter Registration Form promulgated by the U.S. Election Assistance Commission, 
a form that each state is required to “accept and use,” directs that applicants for voter registration not use 
aliases or nicknames.24 At least 20 of 29 states surveyed reported requiring that public assistance agen-
cies record a client’s formal legal name—i.e., the name that appears on her birth or marriage certificate 
or Social Security card.25 Other states accept nicknames or aliases (e.g., “Ted” rather than “Edward;” a 
middle name used as a first name) as the client’s primary name for agency records. For example, Ala-
bama “prefers” to use a formal legal name for each client, but will accept any name that appears on an 
official document, even if it is a nickname.26 And even among states that indicated that they require a 
legal name, agency staff admitted it may not be possible to secure that information in every instance. For 
example, agency staff in Maryland will log a client’s nickname into their database if it is the only name 
on record for the individual.27 

The Help America Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA) requires that states attempt to “match” information pro-
vided on voter registration forms to that in other government databases. The matching criteria and con-
sequences of a failed match vary considerably by state.28 While stringent matching standards are prob-
lematic even in our current system, automatically providing election officials with something other than 
a legal name increases the risk that eligible voters will not be added to the list.

When using multiple government lists to populate the voter rolls, it is inevitable that individuals will ap-
pear on more than one list. In addition to the matching procedures required by HAVA, election officials 
may need to cross reference names forwarded to them by various government agencies to avoid creating 
duplicate registrations. The more accurate and standardized the data are across agencies, the more effi-
cient and accurate this duplicate matching process is likely to be. Usage of aliases or nicknames can com-
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plicate the effort. Data entry and matching protocol will need to be fine-tuned in automatic registration 
systems in order to weed out true duplicate registrations without omitting from the voter rolls individuals 
who share similar names. 

Problems can also arise at the polls on Election Day if names listed on the voter rolls do not precisely 
match the names that appear on voter ID documents that may be required under state law. A situation 
could arise in which an individual becomes registered to vote under a nickname from a public assistance 
database that is different from the legal name on her ID documents. While it seems that most states do 
not require an exact match, requirements are unclear in others.29 For example, Indiana law requires that 
the name on the voter’s ID “conform” to that listed on the voter rolls. While the Indiana Secretary of 
State’s website indicates that “conform does not mean identical,” final discretion seems to be left up to the 
hundreds of poll workers across the state.30 Despite good intentions, the risk remains that eligible voters 
may be turned away from the polls or forced to vote a provisional ballot because of perceived mismatches. 

Voter registration modernization systems will likely require that name usage standards be synchronized 
between public assistance and other government agencies and election offices—or states will need flex-
ible name-matching guidelines that recognize aliases and nicknames. In no instance should one agency’s 
acceptance of aliases and nicknames jeopardize an eligible citizen’s vote through heightened proof of 
identity requirements or omission from the voter rolls. 

Address 

The accuracy of the addresses stored in public assistance databases is vital to producing clean, accurate, 
up-to-date voter registration records and to identifying voters’ legislative districts and assigned polling 
places. That imperative is particularly significant as regards the lower-income clients served by public as-
sistance agencies. Persons of lower income are among the most mobile sectors of the electorate. Indeed, 
23 percent of those with incomes below the poverty line changed addresses between 2007 and 2008, as 
compared to only 10 percent of those above the line.31 

Dēmos’ research shows that public assistance agencies are generally well positioned to transmit reliable 
address data to election officials. Maintenance of accurate, up-to-date client addresses is regarded as an 
essential record-keeping function at such agencies. Clients of public assistance agencies have a strong 
incentive to keep their address information up-to-date so as not to interrupt their benefits. Neverthe-
less, practices and systems at some public assistance agencies will need to be revised for a smooth transi-
tion to automatic registration. All agencies will need to collect residential addresses from their clients. 
Where multiple client addresses are accepted, agencies will need to develop a system that allows clients 
to designate their proper addresses for purposes of voter registration. And uniform data entry standards 
may need to be promulgated so that differing means of recording client address data (e.g., abbreviation of 
common words like “Street” and “Apartment”) are easily recognized. An accurate address is also essential 
for advising registrants of their designated polling places. 

One particularly important problem uncovered in our research concerns the fact that 11 of the 12-nine 
states that returned Dēmos’ survey do not always require that clients provide residential addresses.32 In-
stead, a client need only provide a mailing address. This could be a P.O. Box or any other address at which 
the client can receive mail, regardless of whether she physically resides there.33

An agency’s failure to provide election officials with a residential address for each client creates obvious 
problems. States generally do not allow registrants to provide a P.O. Box or mailing address as their sole 
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address for voter registration purposes.34 While it may be possible for election officials to obtain missing 
residential addresses for agency clients through follow-up mailings, postage delivery can be sub par in 
urban and low-income communities.35 To ensure eligible public assistance recipients are properly regis-
tered, some states will need to adjust agency practices such that residential addresses compliant with state 
election law requirements can be captured and transmitted to election authorities. 

Relatedly, agencies will also need to ensure that homeless individuals receiving public assistance benefits 
are automatically registered. Homeless people, including those living on the street, have the right to reg-
ister and vote in all states.36 If an individual does not have a home address, she can list a street corner, a 
shelter, or any other location where she stays at night. While our experience suggests that many public 
assistance agencies also allow homeless individuals to list a street corner or shelter as a residential address 
for the purpose of receiving benefits, additional research will need to be conducted into current state 
practices. Steps may need to be taken to ensure these individuals are properly registered.

A second challenge for automatic registration concerns the fact that client records in upwards of 19 of the 
41 state agencies interviewed may contain multiple residential addresses.37 Individuals might live part of 
the year in one location and part of the year in another. Persons might also maintain separate home and 
school addresses.38 Where multiple addresses are accepted, agencies will need to allow clients to note 
which residential address is to be used for purposes of voter registration. States that cannot accommodate 
multiple addresses will need to ensure that the one address on file is the one intended by the client to be 
used for voter registration purposes. Without such accommodation, registrants may be unfairly subjected 
to disparate proof of residency requirements based upon imprecise address data provided by public as-
sistance agencies. 

A third issue to be resolved before adoption of automatic voter registration concerns data entry standards 
for client addresses. Sixteen of the 41 states reported having no mandatory, uniform statewide standard 
for abbreviating or formatting integral address data like city names or apartment numbers.39 One study 
found as many as 40 different spelling variations for the city of “Fort Lauderdale” in a Florida social 
services database.40 Such inconsistencies, when combined with other minor typographical errors, can 
compound election officials’ ongoing struggle to eliminate duplicate registrations and maintain accurate 
voter lists. While the use of abbreviations can be problematic even with our current paper-based system, 
the complications will likely be amplified when inconsistent data are automatically transmitted to elec-
tion officials. 

State agencies that prioritize address standardization use various means of maintaining clean address 
records. Some have adopted a uniform set of address abbreviations. Others use drop-down menus or 
computer software that automatically formats addresses to comply with standards in use by the United 
States Postal Service. 

The most basic method for standardization among the states surveyed is an agency policy requiring that 
a specific format be used for abbreviations when entering data. Problems can still develop. A few sur-
veyed states admitted that their policies may not be consistently followed. One state with such a policy 
described the resulting inconsistencies as “chaotic.” 41 A better approach is the use of drop-down menus 
for certain data fields that present the caseworker with several predetermined and properly-formatted 
choices. Drop-down menus significantly hedge the risks of human error and provide for standardized 
formatting and spelling. 

Address consistency and accuracy can be achieved with use of computer software products recommended 
and certified by the United States Postal Service (USPS).42 USPS describes the Address Element Cor-
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rection (AEC) software as able to correct “address element deficiencies such as misspellings, nonstan-
dard abbreviations, incorrectly joined elements, improperly ordered elements, address lines containing 
data other than the actual address, and missing elements.” 43 At least 11 of the 29 states that returned the 
survey report using such software to verify client addresses at some point.44 

Finally, our 41 initial interviews indicate that many public assistance agencies can provide election of-
ficials with a client’s prior address. This information is often requested of a voter who moves so that 
election officials can ensure the voter is taken off the registration rolls in her previous jurisdiction. In 
most states, once a client applies for benefits with a public assistance agency her data are permanently 
maintained in the database, allowing agencies to include a client’s prior address along with the other data 
transmitted to election officials.

Citizenship

SNAP, TANF and Medicaid benefits are available only to citizens and certain classes of non-citizens 
with legal status. According to federal law, applicants must disclose their citizenship status in order to 
qualify.45 Furthermore, applicants for Medicaid must provide documentary proof of citizenship.46 At 
least 38 of the 41 states interviewed reported that citizenship status was a required field in their databases 
for the programs covered in this report.47 In states that do not currently store citizenship information in 
their databases, additional steps must be taken to ensure that non-citizens do not inadvertently end up 
on the voter rolls. Under no circumstances, however, should these steps prevent an eligible citizen from 
being registered to vote.

Signature

Public assistance agencies lag in their ability to capture and transmit digital client signatures to elections 
authorities—the most efficient mode of forwarding signatures for automatic voter registration. 

Most states capture client signatures on paper applications, and are generally stored in paper files. At 
present, seven of the 29 states surveyed reported having the capability to scan and upload images of client 
signatures into their databases.48 Systems are not yet available in the other states to facilitate electronic 
signature storage and transmission—although �����������������������������������������������������������technology upgrades ���������������������������������������now in progress in five states will al-
low for such imaging.49 And while some states offer online applications for public assistance benefits, the 
digital or electronic “signatures” captured are a misnomer. The “signature” fields on benefit application 
screens often take the form of check boxes, clicks of the “submit” button, or a typed name or initials.50

The inability to collect digitized signatures for all public assistance clients should not be a deterrent to 
implementing an effective automatic registration system. In cases where an individual’s signature cannot 
be obtained through the agency or through a follow-up mailing, voters registered through these agencies 
should be allowed the option of providing their signature at the polls on Election Day. 

Separating Household and Individual Records

Public assistance benefits such as SNAP and TANF are typically applied for on behalf of the entire 
household or family unit. As such, individual client files are often organized under or “linked” to a single 
head of household or case file. Virtually all states surveyed maintain data necessary for voter registration 
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for each individual within a household or family unit. All states require Social Security numbers, where 
available, for each client receiving SNAP, TANF, or Medicaid.51 In many states, address information is 
not included in the files of non-heads of household, but rather is linked with the head-of-household file 
to which the individual belongs. Regardless, addresses for all individuals receiving benefits are accessible. 

One particular benefit of collecting data from all individuals in a household, including those below the 
voting age, is that it allows for the pre-registration of young potential voters or the automatic registration 
of those individuals when they reach 18 years of age.52 The registration of lower-income youth in SNAP 
and TANF households serves a particularly important public policy goal, as this segment of the elector-
ate traditionally votes at lower rates than most other groups of citizens.53

CONCLUSION

Much of the information necessary for a voter to become registered is contained within public assistance 
databases. Names, addresses, dates of birth, Social Security numbers, and citizenship information are 
routinely collected and stored for individuals receiving public assistance benefits such as SNAP, TANF, 
and Medicaid in most states. Much of this information is independently verified by the agency, providing 
a strong degree of confidence in its accuracy. Provided that solutions can be found to shortcomings like 
missing residential addresses, variation in how names and addresses are collected and stored, and lack of 
digitized signatures—problems also afflicting our current registration system—the data maintained by 
public assistance agencies provide a solid foundation for implementing an automatic voter registration 
system.
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Public Assistance Databases and Automatic Voter Registration - Initial Interview

Does the database 
 include a first and last 
name for every client?

Can the database  
accommodate  

multiple residential  
addresses?

Is there a mandatory,  
uniform statewide standard 

for formatting addresses 
(street and city)?

Is citizenship a required 
field in the  
database?

Alabama* Y N N N
Alaska Y N N Y
Arkansas Y Y N Y
Connecticut Y N Y Y
Delaware Y N Y Y
District of Columbia Y N Y Y
Florida Y N N Y
Georgia Y N Y Y
Hawaii Y Y Y Y
Idaho Y N Y Y
Illinois Y Y N Y
Iowa Y Y N TANF only
Kansas Y N Y Y
Kentucky Y N Y Y
Louisiana* Y N N Y
Maryland Y Y Y Y
Massachusetts Y Y Y Y
Minnesota Y N Y Y
Montana Y Y N Y
Nebraska Y N Y Y
Nevada Y N Y Y
New Hampshire Y N Y Y
New Jersey Y N N Y
New Mexico Y N N Y
North Carolina** Y Y N Y
North Dakota** Y Y Y Y
Oklahoma Y Y N Y
Oregon Y N Y Y
Pennsylvania Y Y N Y
Rhode Island Y Y Y Y
South Carolina* Y N Y Y
South Dakota Y N Y Y
Tennessee Y Y N Y
Texas Y Y Y Not all programs
Utah Y Y Y Y
Vermont Y N N Y
Virginia Y Y Y Y
Washington Y Y Y Y
West Virginia Y N Y Y
Wisconsin Y Y Y Y
Wyoming Y Y N Y
Total Yes 41 19 25 38
Total No 0 22 16 1

APPENDIX

* Findings for Alabama, Louisiana, and South Carolina are limited to the SNAP and TANF programs.
** Findings in North Carolina and North Dakota are limited to the SNAP program.
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