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Abstract 

Lowering the voting age has become an increasingly prevalent topic worldwide, with 

several countries and regions enfranchising 16- and 17-year-olds. Maryland has emerged as a 

national leader in the movement to lower the voting age, with 10 municipalities having 

enfranchised 16- and 17-year-olds over the last decade. Maryland municipalities' unique capacity 

for lowering the voting age and a desire to support further Vote16MD implementation led us to 

our research question: Where are the conditions most favorable for Vote16 policy adoption based 

on demographic characteristics? 

This study is a quantitative analysis, drawing on comprehensive data from all Maryland 

municipalities in combination with the most recent survey data from a sample representative of 

registered voters in Maryland. Using a dataset of 122 Maryland municipalities, we estimated 

support for Vote16 based on age, gender, race, and party affiliation. The findings indicate that 

race and party affiliation are stronger predictors of support for Vote16 initiatives than gender or 

age. Municipalities that have already adopted Vote16 rank, on average, 21st out of 122 

municipalities in estimated support and exhibit notably higher party-based (+8.54%) and 

race-based (+2.71%) support relative to the dataset average. Among municipalities that have not 

adopted Vote16, Colmar Manor; New Carrollton; Seat Pleasant; Brentwood; and District Heights 

show the highest predicted levels of support. These findings suggest that Vote16 policy adoption 

is most likely in racially diverse and strongly Democratic municipalities.  
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Introduction 

High voter turnout is widely recognized as a key indicator of a healthy democracy 

(Cześnik, 2006). However, voter turnout rates, particularly among youth demographics in the 

United States, are alarmingly low. According to the Center for Information & Research on Civic 

Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE), only 41% of 18 and 19-year-olds voted in the 2024 

presidential election (Medina et al., 2025), marking them as the age group with the lowest 

turnout. The numbers decrease further when looking at municipal elections; for example, the 

City of New York saw an 11% voter turnout rate amongst 18-29-year-olds in the 2021 general 

election (NYC Charter Revision Commission, N/A). A plausible cause for these outcomes is that 

young people aged 18-21 often face barriers to voting, such as being in a highly transitory period 

in their lives where they no longer living in their parents’ home, making this era for young 

people to participate in civics untimely (European Youth Forum, N/A). To remedy this issue, 

many have proposed lowering the voting age to 16 (Vote16 Research Network, 2022). 

Supporters of this reform argue that at 16, teenagers are not yet distracted by the stresses of 

college or full-time work and find it easier to navigate the complexities of voter registration at a 

more comfortable and familiar place in their lives (Bystericky, 2018). Other arguments for 

lowering the voting age include the scientific finding that 16-year-olds have sufficient cognitive 

and critical thinking capacities to make political decisions independently (UNICEF, N/A). 

However, critics argue against the policy change, suggesting that 16- and 17-year-olds simply 

lack the experience to vote, among other things (Maheo et al., 2020).  

Despite arguments against lowering the voting age, youth enfranchisement has occurred 

in over 15 countries (World Population Review, 2023). Notably, nations such as Austria, Brazil, 

and Argentina have enacted reforms allowing 16-and-17-year olds to vote in their national 
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elections, citing positive outcomes such as higher turnout rates than 18-and-20-year olds 

(Zeglovits & Aichholzer, 2014). Most recently, the United Kingdom announced their plan to 

follow suit, which would enfranchise over 1.3 million youth (Johnston, 2025). This measure will 

allow 16- and 17-year-olds to vote in national parliamentary elections.  

In the United States, Vote16 efforts have been successful at the municipal level. Maryland 

is the leading state regarding Vote16 policy; it is home to the city of Takoma Park, the first 

American municipality to lower the voting age. Currently, 10 Maryland municipalities have 

implemented Vote16 policies: Berwyn Heights, Chevy Chase, Cheverly, College Park, Greenbelt, 

Hyattsville, Mount Rainier, Riverdale Park, Somerset, and Takoma Park. Maryland occupies a 

unique position at the intersection of legal authority and election administration. Unlike other 

states with comparable political characteristics, Maryland’s administrative framework creates 

favorable conditions for the advancement of Vote16 initiatives because many (but not all) 

municipalities administer their elections directly rather than having their county election agency 

include local offices on ballots that include candidates for state and federal office. 

As such, we seek to identify other Maryland cities likely to implement Vote16 policies. 

Our analysis draws on existing research that outlines the characteristics associated with the 

successful implementation of voting age reforms. Specifically, we examine demographic and 

political factors: race, party affiliation, gender, and age, as potential indicators of a city’s 

likelihood to support Vote16 policy. 

Our research aims to identify which Maryland municipalities are most likely to lower the 

voting age according to the traits and contextual factors established in previous studies. In doing 

so, we can better inform advocacy strategies and efforts to expand youth enfranchisement, 

ultimately contributing to a clearer understanding of political viability across the state. 
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Data Sources 

​ This study integrates multiple data sources to estimate municipal-level support for 

lowering the voting age to 16 in Maryland. To understand which municipalities to target, we 

analyzed where favorable demographic and election administration conditions intersect with 

favorable politics, comparing demographic data on municipalities to polling on lowering the 

voting age. Demographics on age, gender, and race distribution were collected from estimations 

made by Census Reporter based on the 2023 American Community Survey, conducted by the US 

Census. Party distribution was collected from Dave’s Redistricting, using data from the Voting 

and Election Science Team of the University of Florida and the Redistricting Data Hub. Polling 

from the University of Maryland’s Center for Democracy and Civic Engagement and The 

Washington Post was used to estimate the percentage of a specific demographic group’s initial 

support for lowering the voting age to 16, specifically for local elections.  

Methods 

​ To calculate predicted support, we constructed a demographic-weighted model. For each 

municipality, demographics were divided by age, gender, race, and party, using categories from 

polling data. Age ranges in polling were 20-29, 30-39, 40-59, 60+; gender was male, female, and 

other; race was split into White, Black, and Other; party was split into Democrat, Republican, 

and other.  

​ Once data was collected, total initial estimated support for lowering the voting age was 

calculated by demographic category by multiplying the percent of a certain demographic in a 

municipality with its polled support, and combining all given demographics. Once the support 

was estimated by category, these could be averaged to find the total estimated support. To ensure 

statistical reliability, municipalities with a population under 590, which have more inaccurate 
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estimates for their demographics, were removed, as well as those exhibiting extreme variability 

(standard deviation > 9). Finally, we cross-referenced these predictions against a compiled list of 

the Maryland municipalities that have already lowered the voting age to validate our model’s 

accuracy.   

The percentages of support are not exact, yet estimations based on available data can help 

target which municipalities will likely have higher initial support for lowering the voting age.  

Table 1 

Estimated support of top 20 municipalities without Vote16 Policies 

Municipality Estimated Support  Standard 

deviation 

Population 

 Total Age Gender Race Party   

 % % % % %   

Colmar 

Manor 
29.57 28.59 25.16 32.27 32.25 3.41 1579 

New 

Carrollton 
29.12 27.28 24.72 31.84 32.63 3.76 13544 

Seat Pleasant 29.05 24.16 25.88 32.12 34.06 4.78 4515 

Brentwood 29.01 27.42 24.56 31.63 32.43 3.69 3753 

District 

Heights 
29.00 25.19 25.34 31.65 33.81 4.40 5888 

Bladensburg 28.94 25.72 24.70 32.11 33.24 4.36 9552 
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Capitol 

Heights 
28.91 25.18 23.96 32.17 34.33 5.11 4014 

Edmonston 28.57 26.84 24.28 31.79 31.38 3.64 1332 

Boonsboro 28.54 41.14 23.67 31.38 17.98 10.04 3799 

North 

Brentwood 
28.33 24.52 24.40 31.90 32.51 4.48 680 

Cottage City 27.86 22.95 24.87 31.43 32.21 4.65 1162 

Upper 

Marlboro 
27.76 27.90 24.69 29.81 28.66 2.2 752 

Princess Anne 26.93 26.39 24.59 29.59 27.14 2.07 3461 

Laurel 26.76 20.09 25.15 30.96 30.84 5.21 29594 

Rockville 26.53 24.62 24.81 28.02 28.66 2.11 67298 

Bowie 26.45 23.23 24.93 29.30 28.33 2.85 57771 

Baltimore 

City 
26.42 20.10 24.96 29.38 31.26 4.98 565239 

Salisbury 26.39 28.81 24.95 27.55 24.25 2.15 33080 

North 

Kensington 
26.21 23.36 24.74 26.95 29.79 2.81 8980 
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​ In Table 1, municipalities with the highest estimated support are listed, with both their 

total estimated support and the four subsets that are averaged to reach this number. Listing the 

population illustrates how difficult it may be to mobilize support and pass policy, as well as how 

large the impact of passing Vote16 policies in these municipalities would be. Standard deviation 

is also included to show how close the four categories’ estimates of Vote16 support are to one 

another, for precision.  

Table 2 

Estimated support of municipalities with Vote16 Policies 

Municipality Rank Estimated Support  Standard 

deviation 

Population 

  Total Age Gender Race Party   

  % % % % %   

College Park 3 29.10 34.11 24.45 28.32 29.52 3.98 34397 

Riverdale 

Park 
14 27.74 25.24 24.07 30.86 30.78 3.59 7249 

Cheverly 15 27.40 24.50 24.87 29.44 30.79 3.19 6107 

Takoma Park 16 27.28 22.92 24.90 27.76 33.53 4.62 17522 

Hyattsville 18 26.92 22.01 24.24 29.93 31.50 4.52 20861 

Mount 

Rainier 
20 26.57 17.73 24.82 30.64 33.11 6.84 8235 
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Greenbelt 21 26.53 18.73 25.28 30.17 31.94 5.92 24572 

Berwyn 

Heights 
24 26.43 26.50 23.57 27.99 27.65 2.01 3306 

Chevy Chase 37 24.79 20.77 24.93 24.27 29.20 3.46 9484 

Somerset 42 24.42 18.37 24.75 23.65 30.92 5.15 1020 

Average 21 26.72 23.09 24.59 28.30 30.89 4.43 13275 

Dataset 

average 
 23.70 22.43 24.79 25.59 22.35 4.12 12788 

 

​ Table 2 compares municipalities that have passed policies to lower the voting age with 

the entire dataset. Figure 2 lists their rank in the context of all Maryland municipalities and their 

average estimated support compared to the dataset. After removing outliers, the entire dataset is 

composed of 122 municipalities, and municipalities that have passed the policy rank an average 

of roughly 20th on this list. While estimates based on age and gender are relatively close, with 

differences of 0.66% and 0.20%, respectively, the major differences between these municipalities 

and others are made by race and party estimates, at 2.71% and 8.54%, respectively. The largest 

difference being in party and race suggests that these may be better metrics for estimating where 

Vote16 policies will be passed.  

The differences in all subsets lead to the average estimated support in these municipalities 

being 3.01% higher than average, which suggests that higher estimated support based on these 

metrics is correlated with passing Vote16 policies. 

Discussion 
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​ Since estimated support in the municipalities that have passed Vote16 policies is higher 

than average, this data can be used (by organizers) to understand which municipalities should be 

targeted by campaigns for lowering the voting age. Specifically, organizers can use data points to 

understand which municipalities have the highest estimated support for Vote16 policies. 

Municipalities with higher predicted support tend to have a larger percentage of Democratic 

voters and greater racial diversity, while age and gender distributions appear to play a minimal 

role at the municipal level.  

​ As denoted by Table 2, municipalities that have passed Vote16 policies typically have 

higher estimated support ratings. Race and party affiliation, in examining Vote16 municipalities, 

are more important factors than age and gender. Given these patterns, non-Vote16 with high 

estimated support ratings would be more likely to pass Vote16 policies. Organizers should look 

to these cities as favourable targets.  

Implications 

​ Vote16MD organizers should seek to launch or support campaigns in municipalities 

demonstrating high levels of estimated support. First, we recommend that organisers prioritise 

high-support municipalities. The five municipalities without Vote16 policies with the highest 

predicted support are Colmar Manor (29.57%), New Carrollton (29.12%), Seat Pleasant 

(29.05%), Brentwood (29.01%),  and District Heights (29.00%). These municipalities have 

robust Democratic constituencies and notable racial diversity, reinforcing the predictive value of 

considered factors.  

While targeting high-support municipalities is critical, broader statewide advocacy 

remains important to expand youth enfranchisement across all Maryland jurisdictions. In the 
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table below, organizers can find information about each city’s political structure as well as 

suggested first steps. All municipal details were drawn from online city websites.  

Municipalities Political Structure Suggested First Steps  

Colmar Manor 
Mayor-Council Structure: Mayor elected 
townwide; four Councilmembers (one per ward) 

Contact the city clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Board of Election 
Supervisors 

North Kensington Governed by a Montgomery County 
charter-based government 

Contact county councilmembers to 
schedule conversations 

Upper Marlboro Mayor-Council Structure: Mayor elected 
townwide alongside Vice Mayor; 3 
Councilmembers 

Contact the city clerk and 
Councilmembers to schedule 
meetings 

Seat Pleasant 
Mayor-Council Structure: Mayor elected 
townwide; two at-large members and five ward 
representatives 

Contact the city clerk and 
Councilmembers to schedule 
meetings 

District Heights 

Mayor-Commission Structure: Governed by the 
Mayor and City Commission; Commission is 
divided by wards (Ward 1 & Ward 2) with 2 
commissioners per ward 

Contact the city clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Board of 
Supervisors of Elections 

New Carrollton Mayor-Council Structure: Governed by the 
Mayor and City Council 

Contact the city clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Board of Elections 

Bladensburg 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large; four-member Town Council (two per 
ward)  

Contact the city clerk and 
Councilmembers to schedule 
meetings 

Brentwood 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
townwide; one Vice Mayor; three 
Councilmembers  

Contact the city clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Election 
Committee 

Capitol Heights 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large; Town Council of six members  

Send a message to the city email 
address and all Councilmembers to 
schedule meetings 

Edmonston 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large; Junior Mayor elected; four-member 
Town Council (two per ward)  

Contact the Town Administrator and 
officials to schedule meetings 

Cottage City Commission Structure: four Commissioners (one 
per ward); one at-large Commission Vice-Chair 

Contact the Town Manager and 
commissioners to schedule meetings 
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Riverdale Park 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large; Town Council of 6 councilmembers, 
with one councilmember per ward 

Contact the Town Manager to 
schedule a meeting with the Board 
of Elections 

Boonsboro 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor and Assistant 
Mayor elected at-large; Town Council of five 
members  

Contact the Town Manager to 
schedule a meeting with the Election 
Board 

Laurel 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large; 5-member Town Council (two per ward; 
one at-large)  

Contact the City Clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Board of Election 
Supervisors 

Greenbelt 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor and Mayor Pro 
Tem elected at-large;  5-member Town Council 

Contact the City Clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Board of Election 
Supervisors 

Princess Anne 
Town Commissioner-Manager Structure: five 
elected town commissioners 

Contact the Office Clerk to schedule 
a meeting with the Board of 
Supervisors of Elections 

Baltimore City 

Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large; 14 Councilmembers elected by district; 
City Council President elected at-large 

Contact the Election Director within 
the Baltimore City Board of 
Elections department 
 
*Please note: the legislative 
processes by which Baltimore 
would lower the voting age requires 
statewide advocacy due to 
Baltimore City’s overlap with 
county designation. Please contact 
the researchers for further resources. 

Bowie 
Mayor–Council Structure: Mayor elected 
at-large;  6-member Town Council (2 at-large; 4 
per respective districts) 

Contact the City Clerk to schedule a 
meeting with the Board of Elections 

 
 

It is important to note that our metrics for determining estimated support are not entirely 

decisive. Other factors can contribute to the success of Vote16MD campaigns in certain 

Maryland municipalities. Further information can be found in the Limitations section. To access 

estimated support ratings for every Maryland municipality, please contact 

anyafkleinman@gmail.com, jmhr314@gmail.com, or vanessali1805@gmail.com. 

 

mailto:anyafkleinman@gmail.com
mailto:jmhr314@gmail.com
mailto:vanessali1805@gmail.com
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Limitations 

This analysis has potential limitations. First, the metrics could be overly broad. For 

instance, the category of “Other” fails to account for the diversity within non-white,  

non-Black groups. A city with a substantial Asian population might approach Vote16 policies 

differently than a city with a substantial Hispanic population; our metrics did not capture such 

nuances. Similar problems arise with political affiliation. The “Other” party category does not 

specify which alternative parties voters support. In addition, gender designations other than 

“Man” and “Woman” were neither measured nor noted in the data collection. Furthermore, 

polling did not include data on support from 16 through 19-year-olds, which is an important age 

range given advocates for Vote16 policies generally fall within this age range.  

Beyond this, the Census Reporter platform has its own methodological constraints. The 

findings should therefore be interpreted as illustrative rather than definitive measures of policy 

feasibility. Finally, we did not use data reflecting the number of 18 and 19-year-olds within each 

municipality; the demographics website we used places them in the 20-29 age range. Given that 

18- and 19-year-olds comprise approximately 1.3% of the population, this oversight has a 

negligible impact on the results, though it remains a limitation.  

Conclusion 

Maryland has demonstrated high potential for lowering the voting age across more 

municipalities. Though demographic and political metrics provide useful guidance, these alone 

cannot determine campaign outcomes. Success will depend on a confluence of factors, including 

local context, timing, and the ability of organizers to develop coalitions, engage community 

leaders, and maintain grassroots momentum. 
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To bolster the odds of success, Vote16MD should pursue a two-part strategy: advancing 

local campaigns in municipalities with the highest indicators of support, while also pursuing 

statewide advocacy to normalise and expand the policy. Lessons from past municipal victories, 

paired with a targeted outreach plan, can provide a framework for expanding the movement. 

Our study serves as a roadmap, offering organizers a starting point for identifying 

promising municipalities, starting conversations with local officials, and establishing the 

foundation for successful Vote16 campaigns. 
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