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PROLOGUE 
On November 2, 2010, there was an election in Bridgeport for the following positions, among 
others: State of Connecticut executive branch officials, United States Senator, United States 
Representative and Connecticut State Senators and Representatives 

The election was believed to have been fraught with many actions and omissions to act, as well 
as chaotic conditions that contributed to a lengthy delay in determining the newly elected 
Governor of the State of Connecticut. 

On November 4, 2010 Bridgeport Mayor Bill Finch established a Mayor’s Election Advisory 
Panel (hereafter “MEAP”) tasked with assessing election procedures (not only the failure to 
have adequate machine ballots) and making findings and recommendations for change. 
Nicholas  A. Panuzio, former Republican Mayor of Bridgeport was named as chair of the 
Commission. Other members appointed were Richard A. Bieder, a lawyer with the Bridgeport 
law firm of Koskoff, Koskoff, & Bieder P.C., Robert J. Trefry, former president and CEO of 
Bridgeport Hospital, Rosa J. Correa, of Family ReEntry, and Edwin P. Farrow, a Bridgeport 
attorney. 
 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The privilege of voting is one of the freedoms men and women have fought for, people have 
caused revolutions to get, and sometimes Americans have taken for granted. The picture of 
Iraqis holding up their finger with ink on it so they could show that they voted was one of the 
most moving pictures of the century.  
 
Along with the right to vote, goes the responsibility of government to guarantee that the voting 
procedure is honest, controlled, and safe.  
 
All citizens should know that when they go to the polls that there will be a ballot for them, the 
voting procedure will be fairly quick and that their vote counts. Over the years Bridgeport has 
had a number of questionable situations and a reputation for questionable elections. It is the 
goal of this commission to identify what happened on November 2nd , 2010, identify 
responsibility, and suggest a number of changes that should take place. If these changes take 
place, Bridgeport will become an example of how an election should occur.  

 
FINDINGS  
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MEAP held several public meetings including an initial hearing where members of the public 
were invited to tell the panel of any personal experiences which they may have had on Election 
Day – including any facts they observed that they felt might have been important for the panel 
to know. 25 members of the public either testified before the panel or left written material for 
the panel members to review, or both. 
 
Separately Bridgeport Registrar of Voters (hereafter “ROV”) Santa Ayala and ROV Joseph 
Borges, as well as the Chief Moderator, the Deputy Chief Moderator and several District 
moderators and/or deputy moderators appeared before the MEAP panel members. In addition, 
on separate occasions ROV Ayala was requested to provide (and did provide) other information. 
 
Soon after the election (and, later repeatedly to the MEAP members), both ROVs Ayala and 
Borges reported that they misjudged and underestimated the number of machine ballots that 
were ordered for certain of the voting districts. They had made the estimates based on three or 
four similar prior elections and the highest number of people that voted in any of those 
elections.  
 
The Bridgeport ROVs told MEAP that in the past the office of the Secretary of State for 
Connecticut (hereafter “SOS”) had increased the order for ballots submitted by Bridgeport, and 
that in 2008 the SOS told Bridgeport to order ballots equaling 80-85% of registered voters. 
MEAP was also told by the ROVs that the SOS provided no ballot guidance in 2010 as had been 
given in 2008.  
 
MEAP was also told that ROVs Ayala and Borges were so busy with the preparations for the 
election that they had failed to take into account the effect that the rally by President Obama in 
the City of Bridgeport the weekend before the elections would have on voter turnout. 
 
The Bridgeport elections took place in 25 polling precincts over 6 Bridgeport Districts 
subdivided into the 25 polling precincts 
 
The Bridgeport polling precincts varied in size from 6063 registered voters to 137 registered 
voters. The Bridgeport sub-divided Districts varied in size from Hallen School – District 126-3 
(1481) to Marin School – District 128-1 (5499).  
 
During the day there were a larger number of voters than was anticipated in several of the 25 
Bridgeport polling precincts; 
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At around 11:00 a.m. it became clear that in certain of the polling precincts not enough 
machine ballots had been ordered and such precincts would not have enough machine ballots 
to last the day.  
 
Ultimately, 12 of Bridgeport’s polling precincts ran out of preprinted machine ballots. More 
printed machine ballots were ordered but were not delivered until 5:30 P.M. 
 
During the delay in receiving new printed machine ballots, the ROVs were authorized to use 
copies of the machine ballots. The Mayor’s office and several locations were used to print the 
ballots which were then delivered to the polling places by members of the Bridgeport Police 
Department. This process had the potential to lead to many questions of control of the ballots. 
 
Some of the newly printed machine ballots that were later delivered were delivered to the 
wrong precincts or caused a problem because the legislative candidates on those ballots were 
wrong for use in the precincts for which they were ordered, or to which they were delivered. 
The further inability to use these “replacement ballots” caused delays and backed up those 
coming to vote, some of whom left and (in all probability) never returned to vote. 
 
The MEAP heard evidence of uncertainty on the part of some voters as to their correct polling 
place. 
 
On the web site of the office of Bridgeport’s ROVs, there exists a method for voters to input an 
address by street name and number and receive information about the location of the proper 
polling place for that address and number.   
 
The web site can provide polling place information for either a “district” election or a “state” 
election. 
 
However, because there is no guidance about the nature of the election that is being held, 
some citizens have no idea whether a particular election is a District or State election. This is 
confusing to potential voters and should be made clear. 
 
Nonetheless, the public needs to be better informed about the availability of the ROV’s web 
site by such means as newspaper advertisements, radio announcements, TV announcements, 
community meetings, and other methods. 
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Ultimately, the City and the State Democratic Party sought relief and a Connecticut Superior 
Court ordered that 12 Bridgeport polling precincts remain open for an additional 2 hours past 
the usual closing time. 
 
The City was forced to use the reverse 911 feature in an attempt to reach voters concerning the 
time change. 
 
There were situations where communications broke down and chaos occurred. 
 
The Moderators’ notes and other evidence indicated that some poll workers were not aware of 
what to do and had no plan for such a situation. 
 
ROV Ayala said there were plans in place to remedy the exhaustion of printed machine ballots.  
 
If there were plans in place, there was no indication that they were well communicated or that 
they efficiently worked to quiet the chaos that existed, or that ensued. 
 
Voters who do not have other acceptable ID documents when they come to vote may still be 
able to receive an official machine ballot and vote if they sign an SOS-approved affidavit (which 
is printed in Spanish and English) in which the voter swears that the residence information 
claimed is true.  
 
The affidavit contains the following statement (also in Spanish and English)  

 
“WARNING: If you sign this statement even though you know it is untrue, you can be 
convicted and imprisoned up to one year and fined up to $2000.”  

 
Further, CGS SECTION 9-358 provides that: 
 

“any person who, upon oath or affirmation legally administered, willfully and corruptly 
testifies or affirms, before any ROV, any moderator of any election, primary or 
referendum, any board for admission of electors or the State Elections Enforcement 
Commission, falsely, to any material fact concerning the identity, age, residence or other 
qualifications of any person whose right to be registered or admitted as an elector or to 
vote at any election, primary or referendum is being passed upon and decided, shall be 
guilty of a Class D felony and shall be disfranchised.” 
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There is no provision authorizing that a photograph be taken of a potential voter seeking a 
ballot by using an affidavit in the absence of an otherwise acceptable valid ID. 
 
Under certain circumstances covered by the Help Americans Vote Act, and in federal elections, 
even without an affidavit, a potential voter shall be allowed to receive and vote with a 
provisional ballot. 
 
There was evidence that poll workers applied different standards with regard to the 
documentary proof to support a voter’s right to vote at a particular polling precinct. 
 
There were reports of unruly voters as well as poll workers and candidates in several of the 
polling precincts. 
 
The back up in the lines created a chaotic situation outside some of the polls; some voters, 
candidates, and supporters were naturally concerned and were outspoken about their feelings. 
This added to the confusion. 
 
Under State law, ROVs are allowed to utilize either a one shift or a two shift system of poll 
workers. 
 
In Bridgeport, the ROVs decided to use the one shift system. 
 
By State law, poll workers are required to be at the polls no later than 5:15 a.m. 
 
Certain poll workers are required to be at work at 4:45a.m. to pick up tabulators and ballots for 
their polling place if they do not pick them up the day before.  
 
The polls open at 6 a.m.. 
 
The polls close at 8 p.m. but all those in line at 8p.m. have a right to vote. So some polls could 
have voting going on after 8 p.m. 
 
The canvass of the votes takes place after the last person has voted. 
 
There are further required closing procedures that are covered in Appendix D in the 
moderators’ handbook (page 75). 
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This means that in a one shift mode, poll workers are working for a minimum of 15 straight 
hours. 
 
There does not appear to be a contract covering the employment of poll workers laying out 
their duties, pay scale or any other employment matter. 
 
MEAP was told by ROV Ayala that no evaluation criteria exist on which to base an evaluation of 
any or all of the poll workers working for the Bridgeport ROVs; and that no formal evaluation of 
poll workers is done. Also, no evaluation criteria exist on which to base an evaluation of the 
ROVs. Nor is there any formal evaluation of the work of the Bridgeport ROVs.   
 
There was a plan to use Provisional Ballots if the machine ballots ran out, but there were only 
about thirty five Provisional Ballots available at each voting place. 
 
There was a lack of adequate training with most of the poll workers receiving only one and a 
half hours before the election. 
 
Also there was evidence that certain categories of poll workers were nominated too late to get 
proper training. 

Connecticut General Statute 9-32) requires that in each municipality, the registrars, between 
January first and May first, annually, shall cause either:  

1. A complete house to house canvass to be made in person of each residence on each 
street, avenue, or road within such municipality, 

2. A complete canvass to be made by mail of each residence located on each street, 
avenue, or road within such municipality, provided, upon agreement of both registrars, 
the national change of address system of the united states postal service may be used 
instead of such mailing, 

3. A complete canvass to be made by telephone of each residence located on each street, 
avenue or road within such municipality, or 

4. A complete canvass of each residence within such municipality by any combination of 
such methods,  

for the purpose of ascertaining the name of any elector formerly residing on such street, 
avenue or road who has removed therefrom; provided in the odd-numbered years, no canvass 
need be conducted by the Registrars in a town which holds its regular municipal election on the 
first Monday of May in odd-numbered years. 
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MEAP heard testimony that the Bridgeport ROVs have chosen to use the exception provided for 
in 2 above and, therefore have employed the National Change of Address System of the United 
States Postal Service. 

There had not been a review of the accuracy of the registered voter rolls in four years except 
for the used of the Post Offices system of changed addresses and non-delivered mail, which 
based on the evidence MEAP heard, seemed woefully inadequate to capture new addresses or 
new residents of the city or to confirm the absence of those prior electors who had died or 
moved away.  
 
The Connecticut statutes required that, no later than 6 p.m., three days after the elections, 
Bridgeport ROVs had to file an official report to the SOS the outcome of all votes in Bridgeport 
no later than 6 p.m., three days after the election.  
 
Under great pressure this requirement was met only by the voting personnel in Bridgeport 
working many extra hours late on the voting day and for days thereafter. 
 
Some of the public witnesses complained of harassment by some poll workers. Some poll 
workers told of loud and harassing conduct on the part of some non-poll workers at the polls. 

The cost of this election and all elections is born by each municipality. Such costs include the 
purchase and/or lease of the electronic machines and their upkeep, the cost of the ballots, the 
cost of the workers, and the cost of the ROVs’ offices. 

The ROVs, moderators at each voting facility or polling place  and other poll workers have an 
extraordinary amount of responsibility for the smooth operation of such polling place or district 
voting facility. 
 
Despite the great responsibility placed on poll workers, MEAP found no standard way of rating, 
critiquing, or reviewing the functioning of such officials. 
 
There was some evidence of a certain amount of disruption created by certain unofficial 
checkers appointed pursuant to CGS 9-235. 
 
With regard to the “observers” who may be appointed by any candidate but must be appointed 
at least 30 days before the election, Section 9-229a appears to require training programs for 
such observers and a certification for same. 
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It does not appear that any training or contract is provided for unofficial checkers who are 
usually nominated very close to the time of the election. They are supposed to sit quietly 
behind the official checkers, but there was evidence that some went beyond that role and 
moved around the polling place rather than remaining close to the official checkers and going 
out of the polling place merely to report on those who have checked in and voted., 

CONCLUSIONS 

Under the conditions of chaos and confusion described to MEAP, opportunities for fraud 
become possible. But, even if fraud does not/did not take place, the confusion gives/gave a 
picture to voters that something is/was wrong. 

The statutory responsibility for ordering the correct number of machine ballots rests with each 
municipality’s ROV. It is clear that both by their admission and the facts set out above, that the 
problems that occurred were because of judgments made by the two Registrars. Mr. Borges has 
retired and Ms. Ayala was reelected to another term of office in November.  The MEAP does 
not have the authority to remove an elected official. There is an isolated statement in CGS 
Section 9-192 where it discusses the duties of a deputy registrar of voters. It says in pertinent 
part: 

“Each deputy registrar of voters shall assist his principal when required, discharge his 
duties in his absence or inability to act, and, in the case of the death, removal or 
resignation of such principal, shall become registrar of voters… .”   

 
However, MEAP could find no implementing statutory procedure supporting the lone reference 
to the removal of the ROVs. 
 
But MEAP concludes that the Bridgeport ROVs were wrong in their actions both before Election 
day (in the number of machine ballots that they ordered) and during Election day (for failing to 
order enough ballots, and for not having in place an effective plan to solve what confronted 
them). 
 
There was no effective plan in place to deal with situation such as the one that did arise. ROV 
Ayala indicated that there was a Plan A and A Plan B but the poll workers did not know what 
they were. 

Except for purely municipal primaries or elections, it seems unfair to have the burden of paying 
for the election thrust on to each municipality. Certainly that is true about elections like the 
2010 election which was for state and federal offices; and it would certainly be true about 
federal elections. MEAP would urge that a funding source, other than the municipalities in such 
cases, be found. 
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MEAP heard evidence of persons who felt that because of the small space on which to fill out 
the machine ballot, and because of the way the ballot is put into the machine their vote was 
not private or secret. 
 
There were many complaints about the “rickety” and non-private nature of the stands to which 
voters were led, to fill in their ballots. 
 
MEAP heard evidence that there was political literature found on the “rickety” stands. 

The “rickety” nature of the ballot fill in stands should not be countenanced. 

MEAP concludes that the current method of canvassing for registered voters (that is using the 
national change of address system of the United States Postal Service) is probably not as 
accurate as any of the statutory alternatives. This is so, in light of: 

1. The fact that many people would for any number of reasons not let the post office know 
they have changed address, 

2. The apparent higher accuracy that it would seem could be achieved by the use of any of 
the other alternatives allowed under the statute, 

3. The potential for fraud if the list isn’t as accurate as it could be,  and 
4. The evidence disclosing that citizens have told poll workers that some people on the 

registered voters’ lists are deceased. 
 
There was a lack of proper communications from the Registrars to the polling places 

RECOMMENDATIONS - PROPOSED GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF VOTING OPERATIONS 

1) The Voting Citizen comes first. 
2) The utmost respect and discretion should be shown in dealing with all voter situations.  
3) All poll workers should receive the same training about courtesy and how to deal with 

“difficult” persons at the polling place. 
4) Training should include the importance of being serious about one’s duties on the job as 

a voting official and its importance to each voter. Voting is, after all, the most 
participatory event in the life of most citizens’ dealing with the political process. 

5) All official and non-official poll workers should wear official poll worker badges (large 
enough so that the badges clearly and readably state the poll worker’s name and poll 
worker position). 

6) The polling precinct should be staffed with consumer service oriented, level headed, 
considerate, believers in the importance of the ballot and the voting process who also 
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meet the job-based criteria established by the SOS (pursuant to the recommendations 
set out below.  

a. As an example, take the airline workers at an airport who send those in lines to 
the correct cubicle or the correct counter to  check bags, etc, 

b. Or, as another example, like the DMV where a helper at the head of the line 
sends patrons to the shortest line available that deals with that patron’s specific 
needs, as opposed to the former method of standing in one line only to get to 
the head of the line to find out you were in the wrong line all the time.  

7) All legal voters should be given the most opportunity to complete the voting process as 
quickly as possible and all poll workers should have that goal foremost in their minds.  

8) There should be a goal that each voter can finish the voting procedures within 15 
minutes from time of entry to the polling place. 

a. The proper number of poll workers shall be employed to see to it that such a 
goal is met. 

9) No voter should ever be turned away from a polling place unless:  
a. all efforts to assist that potential voter in establishing a right to vote have been 

taken ; or 
b. the potential voter has received assistance to get to a proper voting precinct. 

10) Provisional ballots (or some other ballot) as is called for in federal elections should be 
utilized in all elections if appropriate for such a problem voter where there is any reason 
to believe that the voter may have the right to vote. 

 
RECOMMENDATION - PROPOSED PRINCIPLES FOR ROV AND POLL OPERATIONS 

 
1. There are 169 towns in Connecticut with many ROVs, and to insure that all ROVs and 

poll workers are subject to the same standard of employment criteria, pay, and job 
evaluation, there is a need for a single overall plan to cover: 

a. Job-based criteria for selection of ROVs and poll workers; 
i. MEAP believes that the setting of such selection criteria should be done 

by the SOS after consultation with representatives of statewide ROVs. 
b. Job-based criteria for the evaluation of the job performance of ROVs and each 

category of poll worker; 
i. In light of a need to have uniform criteria for evaluation of the work of 

the ROVs and poll workers and the lack of any helpful criteria for 
evaluation of the ROVs and poll workers and in light of the lack of actual 
evaluations of the ROVs and poll workers MEAP recommends: 

1.  That the criteria for evaluation of the ROVs be established by the 
SOS after consultation with representatives of statewide ROVs. 
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2. That the criteria for evaluation of all other poll workers, including, 
but not limited to, the deputy ROVs, assistant ROVs, the head 
moderator and deputy head moderators, the moderators, the 
alternate moderators, the ballot clerks, the official checkers, the 
unofficial checkers, the tabulator tenders, the demonstrators, the 
challengers, and the absentee ballot counters be established by 
the SOS after consultation with representatives of state wide 
ROVs. 

ii. Using the criteria for evaluation established above, MEAP recommends 
that: 

1. The job of the ROVs be evaluated annually by the SOS using 
criteria established by the SOS as set out above, 

2. The job of the deputy ROVs, the assistant ROVs, the head 
moderators, the deputy head moderator, the moderators and the 
alternate moderators, be evaluated after each election and 
annually by the ROVs using criteria established by the SOS as set 
out above, and 

3. The jobs of all other poll workers set out above be evaluated after 
each election by the respective ROVs in conjunction with that 
municipality’s deputy ROVs, assistant ROVs, head moderator, 
deputy head moderators, moderators, and alternate moderators.  

iii. MEAP recommends that the evaluations of the ROVs should be made 
public. 

iv. MEAP recommends that the evaluations of the poll workers should be 
used to determine any special need for new or added training or to 
determine whether such worker should be allowed to continue in such a 
position in the future 

c. There should be contracts with such poll workers, spelling out duties and pay 
with regard to 

i. training; 
ii. certification; 

iii. voting day work duties and hours (including extra hours of work if 
needed; 

iv. post voting day required duties and their obligations to perform such 
work; and 

v. cooperation with other official investigations or recounts. 
1. MEAP recommends that the drafting of such contracts should be 

done by the SOS 
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d. Regarding the training and/or certification of such poll workers. 
i. MEAP recommends that the training and certification of the ROVs and 

the poll workers should be overseen by the SOS as is already set out in 
CGS Section 9-4b and taking into account that CGS Section 9-192a has 
already established a committee (the first member of which is from the 
office of the SOS) to establish education/training programs for ROVs etc, 
including poll workers.  

2. An ROV Bridgeport central command center shall be established for Election Day with 
sufficient space to cover all eventualities including a prolonged vote count process. The 
space should be able to accommodate scores of legitimate observers, police support 
and communications support to all voting districts and polling places in the city.  

3. At least two dedicated phone lines as well as cell phones for communications with the 
ROV central command center should be available at each polling site. 

4. As a special caution, the police department should remain ready to have officers 
assigned to “vote problem” duty on Election Day and night and the following day. 

5. Each year the city shall make a public appeal for applications for the poll workers 
positions in newspapers, radio and city website giving the ROV a wider body of 
applicants whose skills may be more useful to the election process. 

6. With regard to any unofficial poll workers or any designated by a candidate or political 
party their contracts should spell out their limited duties and that their payment, if any, 
shall be provided by the appropriate candidate or political party. 

7. There should be a maximum number of unofficial poll workers in the voting place at any 
one time.  

8. With regard to any unofficial poll workers or any denominated by a candidate or 
political party, their contract should spell out their limited duties and that their pay shall 
be made by the candidate or political party. 

9. To limit traffic in and out of the inside of the polling place, each polling place should 
provide a computerized information area outside the polling place from which  
information about who has checked in and voted can be accessed by appropriate poll 
workers. 

10. MEAP recommends that the cost of ballots where there is other than a pure municipal 
election ought to be borne by the State of Connecticut, or, in the case of election for 
federal offices, the United States of America and, in case of election for state and 
federal offices by both the State of Connecticut and the United States of America. 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

Given that presently the State of Connecticut statutorily gives principal oversight of the election 
process to ROVs, the SOS has proposed, what sounds like a common sense solution to the 
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concern about the number of machine ballots. In her plan, municipalities are required to tell 
the SOS which of a list of factors it has taken into account when ordering ballots for a particular 
election. The SOS can than review such statement and give her opinion that the municipality 
has taken into account all relevant factors and need not have on hand more machine ballots. If 
the municipality does not submit such a statement, then the town is required to have ordered  
enough machine ballots for 100% of the registered voters in that jurisdiction.  
 
MEAP recommends the adoption of such a plan. Besides agreeing with this approach, MEAP 
recommends that Bridgeport still have a secure emergency ballot substitute plan in place in 
case there is still a shortage of machine ballots.  
 
If the number of ballots ordered is less than the number of registered voters, then a backup 
supply of provisional ballots should be available at each polling site with appropriate privacy 
and security controls at each polling place. This would obviate confusion, delay in the line, and 
returning at a later time when new ballots arrive. 
 

1. As stated above, the SOS shall have overall responsibility for: 
a. the training that election workers should receive; 

i. It is the suggestion of MEAP that such training include mock Election Day 
problems from worst case scenarios to routinely occurring problems so 
that poll workers do not encounter their first crash test at the polls on 
voting day, when the time and event pressure is the greatest. 

b. the amount of payment for election workers, but 
i. If the State or the USA is responsible for the costs of elections, the 

responsible one(s) responsible shall set the payment for poll workers. 
ii. If the municipalities are responsible for the cost of the elections, then 

each municipality shall set the payment for poll workers. 
2. Consideration should be given to having the SOS establishing a system where additional 

resources (for example a “flying strike force”) could be provided on a case by case basis 
to assist municipalities where significant unexpected resources are needed (e.g. where 
unexpected manual counts of ballots are required).  

3. Since there could be a primary or election in every year, the training of ROVs and top 
poll workers should be done every year or at least in any year where there have been 
significant constitutional, legislative, or legal changes. 

4. While there does appear to be a systematic way of training moderators and alternate 
moderators and certifying them (see CGS Section 9-229) this certification is good for 4 
years and does not appear to require updated education at any time within the 4 years, 
despite the fact that there may be several primary or general elections during the 4 year 
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period. MEAP recommends education and recertification every 2 years or more often if 
there is/are any change(s) to the election laws during the 4 year certification period. 

5. Recertification should be more often than every four years; at a minimum every two 
years. 

6. Under the auspices of the SOS, there should be a statewide, or regional “trouble 
desk(s)” to which all major problems may be referred as they occur for uniform decision 
making. 

7. To prevent or help to alleviate a backup in the voter lines, a problem desk should be set 
up at each polling precinct to which challenged voters or voters with other problems can 
be directed so that checkers and other workers can continue to work on others in the 
line.  

8. Also, changes should be made to the voting laws to allow for such remedies as no 
excuse required absentee ballots and other early voting suggestions. Such changes 
would reduce the pressure of dealing with almost all of the voters only on the one 
Election Day. 

9. Provisional ballots should be used in all elections and primaries. 
10. MEAP recommends that comment cards be made available to everyone voting or 

attempting to vote at a polling place. A compilation of the comments should be made 
available to the mayor, the ROVs, the Common Council, the public, and to political 
parties. 

11. MEAP recommends that there be at least one computer at the trouble desk of each 
polling place dedicated to the ROV website to access the correct voting precinct for a 
person living at a certain address. This too will alleviate delays in the regular voting lines. 

12. MEAP recommends that to prevent fraud and to assist in prosecution of those who 
falsely swear in the use of affidavits in lieu of other documentation, photos should be 
taken of each person using the affidavit alternative. 

13. MEAP recommends education and recertification every 2 years or more often if there 
is/are any changes(s) to the election laws during the 4 year certification period. 

14. It does not appear as if the “observers” are the same as the soft checkers discussed 
elsewhere, but MEAP believes that such “soft checkers” should be required to undergo 
training and certification before being allowed on the floor of any polling place. Special 
training for such workers should stress the limited role each plays on an election day. 

15. With regard to the “observers” who may be appointed by any candidate but must be 
appointed some days before the election, Section 9-229a appears to require training 
programs for such observers and a certification for same. Since it appeared from 
evidence that some of them went beyond their stated roles, MEAP believes that training 
and certification of these, should emphasize their limited role and the impropriety of 
their stepping beyond their limited role.  
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16. Consideration should be given to setting a maximum of poll watchers in the polling 
place at any one time. 

17. To help eliminate confusion of where to vote, Bridgeport should change the terminology 
on its ROV web site so that the average citizen of Bridgeport knows which elections are 
“district’ elections” and which are “state elections”. 

18. MEAP recommends that if at all possible, the polling place for “district elections” be the 
same as for “state elections.” Different polling places should only be allowed if there is 
no possible and fiscally reasonable mutual site to be found that would allow a voter to 
know only one voting place. 

19. MEAP recommends that the City of Bridgeport explore the feasibility of requesting that 
all candidates include in their print mailings and other ads, a reference to the City of 
Bridgeport website so people can determine the location of the current voting place for 
their address. 

20. All voting places should have internet capable computers so that the proper voting place 
can be told to a voter who comes to the wrong voting location.  

21. MEAP recommends that in the year of each election, notice cards containing the voting 
place for such voter in the upcoming election or, at a minimum, the location of the ROV 
website should be sent to the last known address of each registered voter. 

22. Since secrecy of the vote is the hallmark of voting in America, it is recommended that 
some larger voting booths with better security and privacy be provided to each voter. 

23. The ricketiness of the ballot fill-in stands should not be countenanced. 
24. While it may be appropriate for a voter to bring campaign literature into the polling 

place to use as a reminder of the candidate(s) the voter wished to select, one of the poll 
workers should be tasked with a constant review of the polling place to assure that no 
campaign literature is left where it can be seen by other voters and whose responsibility 
it is to remove same to the trash.  

25. In light of the seeming inaccuracy of the system presently used by the Bridgeport ROVs 
to update the roll of registered voters as set out above, and because of the possible 
occurrence of fraud if names of people no longer residents of Bridgeport are used by 
others,  MEAP recommends either: 

a. Bridgeport seek funding from the State of Connecticut for sample canvasses in 
Bridgeport using each of the alternative canvass systems  set out in CGS 9-32, 
the results of which sample canvasses would inform Bridgeport ROVs  of the 
canvass system that accomplished the highest accuracy at the most reasonable 
cost; and/or 

b. Bridgeport ROVs utilize any of the other canvass systems allowed under CGS 9-
32, other than, exclusively, the national change of address system of the United 
States Postal Service; and/or 
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c.  as a test, using diverse address areas of Bridgeport, Bridgeport ROVs do 
canvasses of those test areas using each of the systems allowed under CGS 9-32 
to determine the canvass system that accomplished the highest accuracy at the 
most reasonable cost, and/or 

d. If, because of fiscal constraints, a full canvass cannot be done, at least a partial 
canvass should be done each year so that over time the entire city is canvassed.   

26. MEAP recommends that use be made of two shifts of workers rather than one.   It is 
unfair to expect a high level of performance after one has been awake and working for 
over fifteen hours.  There should be sufficient alternative replacement workers available 
if some workers do not show up. If workers do not show up and do not have an 
adequate excuse, they should be barred from working as poll workers in Bridgeport. 

CONCLUSION 

Although the volunteer work of the MEAP was both time consuming and challenging, the 
members of MEAP thank the people of Bridgeport for their patience while we waded through 
voluminous material and information.  

We also thank Mayor Finch for his confidence that we would do our best to make 
recommendations that would allow Bridgeport to become a leading light in how improvements 
can be made to a longstanding governmental scheme of holding elections.  

The Committee   
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