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H.B. No. 6100 – Support with Suggested Function 

Government Administration and Elections Committee Luther Weeks 
Testimony – February 22, 2013 Luther@CTVotersCount.org 

  334 Hollister Way West, Glastonbury, CT 06033 

Chairs and members of the Committee, my name is Luther Weeks, Executive Director 

CTVotersCount. 

Since 2007, as Executive Director of the Connecticut Citizen Election Audit Coalition, I 

have organized voters to observe and independently report on post-election audits. My 

remarks represent my views, not necessarily the views of other Coalition members. 

I support the goal of regional sharing of election resources between municipalities. This 

would the potential to increase voter service and election integrity, while reducing costs. 

The bill suggests “certain functions”, I would like to add a function, with some conditions, 

that can result in increased election integrity: “Regional Storage of Voted Ballots”. 

Currently there is uncertainty and inadequacy in the law with regard to the storage and 

secure retention of voted ballots. The law should be strengthened and clarified. At least for 

regional consolidation, let us provide stronger protection for voted ballots: 

 All voted ballots should be stored to provide physical security and independent records 

of all access that assure that they are always secure or under the custody of two 

individuals of opposing interests. Currently, very few municipalities provide credible 

protections.  

I envision a “vault” type facility with video surveillance - similar to that used in several town 

halls today. Two authorized individuals of opposing interests presenting identification and 

their access recorded for permanent retention by an independent official. 

 Even without regional storage, voted ballots should have be “locked down” from 

election day until they are released by the Secretary of the State, after all post-election 

audit counting an recounting is complete. Currently ballots are only clearly required to be 

so protected until the day before the post-election audits begin, day 14 after the election. 

I have attached a Hartford Courant editorial articulating the need for two people of 

opposing interests to access ballots, motivated by events in East Haddam in 2009. 

As stated in the Connecticut Citizen Audit Coalition Nov 2011 Post-Election Audit Report  

http://www.ctelectionaudit.org/nov-2011-election-audit-observation-report/  

“Audit and chain–of-custody procedures are not followed. This report does not question 

any individual’s integrity. However, a safe, credible system of security procedures 

should not permit a single individual any extended opportunity to handle records and 

ballots unobserved… 

A larger concern is that, in many towns, single individuals may access the ballots 

undetected for extended periods of time. In 41% of towns surveyed in this audit, a single 

individual can access the ballot storage. In other towns, even though policies require 

more than one person to access ballots, there are little protections to prevent a single 

person from accessing the ballot storage.” 

Thank You 

http://www.cga.ct.gov/2013/TOB/h/pdf/2013HB-06100-R00-HB.pdf
http://www.ctelectionaudit.org/nov-2011-election-audit-observation-report/


 

 
Page 2 of 3 Testimony: Luther Weeks, CTVotersCount, 2/22/2013 

Hartford Courant Editorial 

Only One Party Observed Haddam Vote Count 

November 23, 2009 

The unofficial tally of votes cast in the Nov. 3election showed Democratic incumbent Sabrina 

Houlton beating Republican Chester Harris by one vote for a seat on the Haddam board of 

education. But after a mandatory recount on Nov. 10, the tally showed that Mr. Harris edged out 

Ms. Houlton by that most slender one-vote margin.  

 

Case closed, right? Not by a long shot. 

 

The next day, when town offices were closed for Veterans Day, head election moderator Marge 

DeBold, a Democrat, found a clerical error in the absentee vote count that added an additional 

vote to Ms. Houlton's total. That extra vote would throw the results into a tie, which would 

require a runoff election. The following day, Democratic Registrar Pat Hess authorized Ms. 

DeBold and Town Clerk Ann Huffstetler, also a Democrat, to open the sealed envelopes 

containing the ballots to review the tally sheets and amend the recount. 

 

But there were no Republicans present. That was wrong. 

 

Ms. Hess said she knew representatives from both parties needed to be present during all vote-

counting procedures, but the GOP registrar could not attend that morning. What was her feeble 

excuse for proceeding anyway? The Democrats wanted to complete the new tallies quickly to file 

the proper paperwork with the secretary of the state's office. There was no intentional 

wrongdoing, Ms. Hess said. 

 

But there was. The Democrats decided to proceed with verifying the addition of the game-

changing one vote without a Republican being present. Even in a small town, even among 

friends, even when there is no fraud, the rules must be scrupulously followed to maintain trust.  

 

Mr. Harris, the initial winner of the recount, summed it up well: "The process was corrupted. 

When you go by yourselves, just you two, it gives the appearance of impropriety." 

Copyright © 2009, The Hartford Courant 

http://www.courant.com/
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From the Connecticut Citizen Audit Coalition Nov 2011 Post-Election Audit Report  

Chain-of-Custody Concerns 

Audit and chain–of-custody procedures are not followed. This report does not question any 

individual’s integrity. However, a safe, credible system of security procedures should not permit 

a single individual any extended opportunity to handle records and ballots unobserved… 

In several observations, observers expressed concerns with the chain-of-custody in the several 

ways. In 5 municipalities observers expressed general concerns with the chain-of-custody. This 

is about the same percentage (17%) as the two most recent observations with 14% and 18% 

concerns. 

A larger concern is that, in many towns, single individuals may access the ballots undetected for 

extended periods of time. In 41% of towns surveyed in this audit, a single individual can access 

the ballot storage. In other towns, even though policies require more than one person to access 

ballots, there are little protections to prevent a single person from accessing the ballot storage. 

Selected observer comments and their record of official responses to survey questions: 

 The ballots are stored as are most town records in file cabinets with a single file cabinet style 

lock within a single large open room. Despite a very attractive “logging” book they sign 

together when opening the file cabinet, there is no barrier to a single person opening the 

cabinet alone 

 Only one individual returned ballots. 

 Nothing to prevent just one Registrar opening it – each has a key locked in his desk. Their 

office is kept locked. 

 The 2 registrars; there is one shared key, policy and tradition dictate that they access ballots 

together. 

 

 


