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860-633-4144 
334 Hollister Way West 
Glastonbury, CT 06033 
 

 

 
To: Election Performance Task Force 

August 18, 2011 
 

Re:  Feedback after first meeting of the Election Performance Task Force 
 
CTVotersCount applauds the Secretary of the State for convening the task force and we appreciate 
each member taking the time to address important issues critical to democracy. 
 
Having reviewed the video, minutes, and the proposed items to be addressed by the task force, we 
offer the attached general and specific comments and suggestions in a constructive spirit, to forward 
your efforts to achieve the democratic goals that we all hold dear. 
 
We especially applaud the open and transparent publication of announcements and information on 
the Secretary of the State’s web site and offer the following related suggestion: 
• Consider posting all responsible public comments to the Task Force on the web site. 
• Consider a similar announcement of dates, minutes, and data to the Secretary’s web site for the 

Civic Health Advisory Group. 
• Suggest time be allotted for verbal comment from the public, as the Secretary provided in the 

January meeting. 
 
CTVotersCount intends to comment further as the Task Force and our research progress. We invite 
the Task Force and individual members to request further details, clarifications, or to provide 
criticism of our suggestions at any time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Luther Weeks 
Executive Director 
CTVotersCount 
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General Comments 

 
• The goals of the Task Force should include a commitment to increasing the level of integrity 

and credibility of elections in Connecticut.  
 
Currently the Task Force seems to assume that the level of integrity of elections in Connecticut are 
sufficient as one goal is stated as: “Identify measures that will increase efficiency and effectiveness 
of the voting process while maintaining its security and integrity.” 
 
We suggest instead: “Identify measures that will increase the effectiveness, security, confidence, 
and integrity of the voting process while considering ways to increase the efficiency of the 
process.” 
 
This reflects the need to improve integrity and security and acknowledges that increasing voter 
confidence also supports the Task Force goal of increasing participation. 
 

• The following support  the need for increasing the security, confidence in, and integrity of the 
process: 
o The audit observation reports of the Connecticut Citizen Election Audit Coalition 

http://www.CTElectionAudit.org, demonstrate that the current post-election audit law is 
insufficient and that the audits are insufficient and unreliable as conducted and officially 
reported upon. The reports include recommendations for reform. 

o The observation reports also demonstrate that the chain of custody of ballots is insufficient to 
support the confidence and integrity of the audits, recanvasses, or court ordered recounts. 

o The Bridgeport Recount, performed by the same Coalition, demonstrates that current 
procedures are insufficient to assure that all votes are counted, especially hand counted ballots, 
write-in votes, and cross-endorsed votes, and all provisional ballots. The report also includes 
recommendations for reform. 

o The election results posted on the Secretary of the State’s web site should accurately reflect the 
votes as counted by machines and polling place officials, and be in sufficient detail to check 
against official audit reports. The Bridgeport Recount and errors discovered by activists in the 
2008 election, on the state web, demonstrate frequent inaccuracies in the current system. 

o The Bridgeport Recount also found large discrepancies in both directions between the number 
of ballots and the number of voters checked-off. Such discrepancies diminish voter confidence 
in the one process available to guarantee that votes are not dropped or added. 

o The official system has yet to identify or recognize that counts and check-offs were inaccurate 
in Bridgeport. There is no assurance that such differences did not occur in other towns in that 
election or that such differences would be detected in the future. 

 
• Technology issues are not effectively solved when addressed separately or as add-ons 

subsequent to discussions of election procedures and efficiency. The entire system, including 
its integrity and security, should be reviewed, addressed, and changed as a whole.  
o Consider the clear analogy to nuclear power: The U.S. spent billions on nuclear power, with no 

plan for nuclear waste. Many urged going forward, exprssing faith that scientists could surely 
solve the problem in the near future.   

o The history of voting systems in the United States is a sequence of expensive kneejerk 
solutions to solve real problems with the previous voting systems. Lever machines, punched 

http://www.ctelectionaudit.org/
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cards, and the Help America Vote Act (HAVA) were all solutions to previous problems, and 
demostrate varied success in avoiding new problems. 

 
• The task force should include experts on voting technology and security 

o Technical knowledge is a critical component of assessing and improving election integrity and 
confidence. Comprehensive analysis requires input from individuals with technical expertise.  

o Technologists have much to contribute to the analysis and proposals for efficiency as well as 
security and integrity. 

o The later and the more peripherally technologists are involved, the more rework, delays, loss of 
efficiency in the process, and the less likely an economical and effective result. 

o Technologists have been included on panels before, for example: The previous Secretary of the 
State included technologists on the Security and Accessibility Advisory Board and provided for 
a Technology Focus Group in the evaluation of HAVA compliant technology. Similarly, the 
Legislature included a variety of technical and no-technical individuals on the, now defunct, 
Voting Technology Standards Board. 

 
Additional Comments 

 
• In addition to technologists, several interests are not represented or are underrepresented on 

the Task Force, given its wide ranging mission, including: 
o Persons with disabilities: Those with vision disabilities, access limitations, and motor 

difficulties should be represented. 
o Candidates: The lack of candidates contributes to lack of participation by voters. This includes 

challenging election procedures, ballot design, and polling place signage issues. 
o Third Parties: We recognize the inclusion of a single third-party elected official on the Task 

Force. Yet, designated individuals specifically representing, major party, third-party, and 
independent candidate interests, would increase inclusion and provide a more balanced result. 

o Polling Place Election Officials: Polling place officials, their errors, challenges, recruitment and 
training were discussed extensively at the Task Force meeting, yet none were at the table. 
Registrars’ views of the challenges faced by moderators and other pollworkers cannot provide a 
complete picture and representation of pollworkers’ views. 

o Overseas Voters, including Military Voters: Overseas voters have unique challenges, subject to 
the current debate and efforts to improve their ability to vote and to obtain candidate 
information. Their issues should be represented and considered by considered by the panel. 

o Legislators: It seems likely that Legislation will be required to meet some of the potential 
recommendations of the Task Force. While legislators could read the results of the Task Force, 
it would facilitate changes in the law, be more efficient, and effective if there was Legislative 
representation on the Task Force. 

o Business Operations Experts: Given the group’s focus on operational efficiency, it would seem 
appropriate to include members of the business sector with expertise in creating efficient 
operations, customer service, and auditing. Retail banking and insurance industries with agency 
and claims operations come to mind as having the most relevant and abundant expertise in 
Connecticut. 
 

• One of the best suggestions at the first meeting was to create a focus group of young voters. 
We would suggest similar focus groups may be the optimum way to obtain objective views from a 
wide range of voters e.g. senior voters, voters with many family and work responsibilities, minority 
voters, overseas voters, candidates, campaign treasurers, polling place moderators, and pollworkers 
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etc. This may be an effective way to determine the actual challenges these constituencies face and 
to ensure the viability and the acceptance of proposed solutions. 
 

• Consider assessing the security of elections in Connecticut, using the “Reusable Election 
Threat Model” created by Professor David Dill and others. The Threat Model could provide a 
structured analysis of security, similar to the “Democracy Index” being considered by the Task 
Force and the “Civic Health Index” endorsed by the Civic Health Advisory Group. 
 

• Avoid over confidence in vendor presentations and new technology. Start with 
comprehensive goals for improvement of the whole voting “system”, technology and human, 
to provide enhanced integrity, confidence, participation, and efficiency. 
o Look at the whole system, from voter registration, candidate registration, ballot design, ballot 

programming, polling place design, voter education, official training, check-off, voting, results 
accumulation, results reporting, and comprehensive auditing. 

o Avoid a piecemeal approach of implementing single solutions to single problems, retrofitting 
them to an existing inadequate process. This is a proven path to expensive solutions that often 
lead to unanticipated additional problems. 

o Take a long term approach, looking now to begin defining the type of system to replace our 
current voter registration, check-off, scanning, and accumulation systems in a five to ten year 
horizon. 

o Learn from the best practices of other states and jurisdictions, for instance, a recent initiative of 
Dana Debeauvoir, County Clerk, Travis County, Texas. The plan would involve election 
officials and technologists to define and refine a comprehensive future secure, efficient, and 
voter friendly system. It would result in a framework for a new generation of election systems. 
Vendors would then have the opportunity to create needed components and compete for 
business. This would be the reverse of the vendor driven and rushed response to HAVA.  

o State officials should continue to take advantage of opportunities to interact with other officials 
and vendors at meetings of the National Association of Secretaries of State and the Election 
Center. They should also take advantages of opportunities and invitations to interact and 
collaborate with technologists, vendors, good government advocates, and officials at a variety 
of other conferences. We especially suggest the Election Verification Network and the 
EVT/WOTE workshops.  
 

• The Task force should review Connecticut’s current level of compliance and success in 
serving military and overseas voters under the Military and Overseas Voter Empowerment 
(MOVE) Act, while looking to other states for best practices in serving those voters, safely, and 
economically. 
 

• Registrar Certification should be expedited and altered, to provide a more a level playing 
field for all candidates. We applaud the idea of Registrar Certification.  
o Even though the enabling law has no deadline, a definite goal should be established for its 

implementation.   
o Unlike the existing Town Clerk and Moderator certification programs, which are open to all 

citizens, the Registrar Certification is closed to anyone but sitting Registrars and their 
appointed staff – this is unfair to third party, independent, and primary challenge candidates, 
since only insiders may be certified.  
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o Also it would appear as less of a political insider system, if the Registrar Certification Board 
was not composed with a majority of sitting registrars, unlike the Town Clerk Certification 
Board which is composed with less than a majority of sitting Town Clerks. 
 

• “Examine Connecticut’s current electoral system. What is working well?  What are its weak 
points?” We suggest the following weak points to the Task Force for review, analysis, and 
proposals: 
 
o The IVS System only serves voters with sight disabilities, and even those not all that well. 

Registrars also object to the difficulty and expense of setting up the system for each election. 
The Task Force should review the statistics on the number of voters actually choosing to vote 
on the IVS in each election. 
 

o In the November 2011 Post-Election Audit Observation there were several reports from 
selected towns of extreme (2-3 hour) delays in response to set-up tests and actual 
attempted voting on the IVS. To our knowledge, this has never been investigated or resolved. 
 

o As noted by Secretary of the State, during the campaign, the recanvass procedures are not 
uniformly applied from town to town. In some cases the spirit of the law and procedures 
are carried out well, and in others poorly. 
 

o The law is still inadequate to provide integrity and confidence for recanvasses, audits, and 
the chain of custody, especially based on the change to optical scanners. In Connecticut, 
only laws, not regulations and procedures, are enforceable by the State Elections Enforcement 
Commission (SEEC). Although there is currently some disagreement on the enforceability of 
regulations between some Legislators and a recent reversal of past opinion by the SEEC, 
presumably only a change in the law or a legal test taken to the Supreme Court could resolve 
this. In any case, there are insufficient laws, regulations, and procedures to cover post-
election audits and recanvasses in the age of optical scanners. 
 

o The law on the chain of custody for ballots, their storage time, sealing requirements, and 
security is ambiguous and insufficient. For example, the law for closing polling places 
updated this year, still does not anticipate paper ballots associated with tabulators and their 
sealing. It anticipates only absentee ballots as paper ballots. Another example, in over ½ our 
towns, ballots in demonstratively vulnerable containers and “tamper evident” seals are 
accessible by single individuals for extended periods, undetected – often any single individual 
in the Registrars’ Office, and in some cases others. This is far less security for ballots than 
required by other states, recommended by experts, and less than the security applied to vital 
records across Connecticut.  Some have suggested regional vaulting of ballots. We can also 
suggest other possible effective, economical improvements. 
 

o The post-election audit law is inefficient and insufficient with many loopholes. Many ballot 
types are not subject to audit, providing opportunities for fraud and error to go undetected. 
Other inadequacies provide loopholes for districts to be excluded by actions of candidates, 
parties, and even a single voter. These are opportunities for error or fraud to go undetected and 
are provide formulas for intentional covered up. The audit could be made much more effective 
without increasing costs. 
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o Officials in Connecticut have demonstrated an inability or unwillingness to count votes 
accurately. After every significant post-election audit, registrars submit official reports with 
small and huge differences in counts along with missing data. Officials in other states do not 
have, or have overcome these problems. For example, accurate hand count audits have 
regularly been performed for years by officials in California, New Mexico, Colorado, and 
Minnesota. The difference is not in the quality of our people, but an apparent culture of 
resistance to taking the necessary steps to assure accurate counts. 
 

o The post-election audit reporting and follow-up investigations are insufficient. Despite 
significant officially reported differences, many discrepancies have been attributed to official 
miscounting without investigation, and reports with discrepancis used to characterized the 
scanners as “extremely accurate”. We believe that the scanners are quite accurate, when 
programmed properly, well-tuned, and not subject to skullduggery – yet, if we write off every 
difference reported as human counting error, then if our machines are ever subject to error or 
fraud we would be unlikely to recognize it. Taken together with the loopholes, this completely 
negates the credibility and value of the audits. 
 

o Post-election audit reports are not provided on a timely basis to affect either election 
results or find machine problems prior to subsequent elections. The law has no required 
deadlines for towns reporting to the state, and for UConn to complete reports. For example, the 
report for the November 2010 election became available in late June 2011. 
 

o Election audits should be expanded to include auditing all ballots, check-off lists and the 
entire election process. As recommended by the “League of Women Voters Report On 
Election Auditing”, election audits should be comprehensive. Election results and audits can 
only be as trusted and credible as the security, integrity, and credibility of the chain of custody 
– as any chain is only as strong as its weakest link. Auditing some components of the whole 
election process could be separated from the post-election audit. 
 

o Election procedures and recanvass procedures should include check-off list reviews. As 
demonstrated in the Bridgeport Recount, check-off lists are not always accurate. Voters and 
candidates need accurate information to determine if all votes and no extra votes were counted. 
Closing procedures, post-election audits, and recanvasses should include stronger requirements 
to meet these goals. Surfaced problems should be investigated, mitigated, and used to improve 
future compliance and integrity. 
 

o We applaud the SOTS Office support of and the work UConn has done in creating 
memory card testing software and hardware. It is the envy of officials and advocates in 
other states. The testing so far has yielded important results. Unfortunately, Connecticut does 
not get the full benefit of our investment. The program needs to be fully supported in law 
with mandatory complete testing of all cards, or at least random selection of cards for testing, 
before and after each election with specified deadlines for publication of results.  
 

o Moving the programming of memory cards to Connecticut by contractors or state 
employees, would facilitate 100% complete testing pre- and post-election, provide the 
opportunity for oversight of the memory card programming, create jobs in Connecticut, and 
perhaps savings to the State and towns. Many states program their own memory cards, some 
require that election officials program all memory cards. 
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o Memory card testing has shown that archaic memory cards are unreliable and can cause 
election-day problems. These deficiencies need to be addressed with plans for improvement 
and contingencies for future shortages of these discontinued memory cards. 
 

o All election laws should be reviewed and updated to include specified deadlines and 
advance notice requirements for all mandated activities. Some examples have been noted 
elsewhere in this report. Deadlines should be specified for all official reports. Advance notice 
requirements and posting requirements should specified for all public events, including 
municipal post-election audit counting sessions. Perhaps Connecticut needs a uniform, 
comprehensive open meetings law. 
 

o The Moderator’s Manual, AB Moderator’s Manual, Recanvass Manual, and Post-
Election Audit Procedures should be reviewed for substance, readability, usability by the 
intended users, sufficient detail, and conformance to the requirements of optical scan 
elections. We recommend that they all be revised and updated by professional technical 
writers, tested, and improved to meet the needs of polling place officials. There is also a need 
for effective, standalone manuals for each polling place and central count position. Effective 
manuals would seem a cost-effective prerequisite to enhance training effectiveness, leading to 
savings by reducing the need for additional training. Once again, best practices from other 
states should be considered. 
 

o Mandate posting lists of registered write-in candidates prominently in all polling places. 
After every election we hear of voters having been told, incorrectly, in several polling places 
that there are no write-in  candidates. The current directive to not post such lists should be 
reversed, and prominent posting should be required. 
 

References: 
On request we can provide more detailed information on any issues raised here. Including, but not 
limited, to official reports from Connecticut, other states, the Federal Government, academics, and 
good government groups, web references to news reports, editorials, and a variety of proposals for 
improvement. 


