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Attorney Peter Finch, who represents Bridgeport city council candidate Robert Keeley, was 

pleased the state Supreme Court on Friday ordered the city of Bridgeport to hold a third primary 

for that city’s North End council seat. 

HARTFORD - The state Supreme Court on Friday ordered the city of Bridgeport to hold a third 

primary for that city’s North End council seat. 

The state’s highest court agreed that Superior Court Judge Barbara Bellis was within her right to 

throw out the results of two previous primaries after she ruled they were skewed by political 

corruption. 

“Citizens can expect and are entitled to integrity in the process and a fundamentally fair and 

honest election, and this, I regret to say, they did not get,” the judge stated in overturning the 

results of the primary and ordering a new one. 

The city had appealed her decision to overturn the second primary. 

“We conclude, consistent with the determination of the trial court, that a second special election 

is required. The case is therefore remanded to the trial court for any further proceedings that the 

trial court may deem appropriate not inconsistent with this order,” the Supreme Court ruled. 

For Peter Finch, who urged the justices to uphold Bellis’ decision on behalf of council candidate 

Robert Keeley, the court’s decision was especially sweet. Not only was it his first argument 

before the state’s top court but his first major case since he became a lawyer less than a year ago. 

He is the son of former Bridgeport mayor Bill Finch. 

“This is awesome,” he said of the Supreme Court’s decision. “This is one small step for 

democracy and a giant leap to restoring honesty to Bridgeport politics.” 

Bridgeport officials were less enthusiastic. 

‘Dirty cheaters’ 



“City election officials were obviously reluctant to nullify the election results, because doing so 

disenfranchises the known will of the voters,” said Deputy City Attorney John Bohannon. 

“Although the rationale for the Supreme Court’s decision is unknown at this point, the way it 

answered the reserved questions of law indicates that it identified requirements or prohibitions 

that are not clear in the plain text of our election statutes.” 

Robert Keeley, who lost the special primary Nov. 14 by 18 votes for the seat in the 133rd district 

against Democratic Party-endorsed candidate, Jeannette Herron, had asked Bellis to overturn the 

election results contending fraud by election officials. Testa’s bartender, Michael DeFilippo, was 

the top vote getter and automatically got in. Herron came in second in the primary followed by 

Keeley. 

The two top vote getters in the primary become the Democratic candidates for the seat. 

“Our opponents are dirty cheaters,” said Keeley, who has begun preparing for a third primary. 

Bellis had previously thrown out the results of a first primary between Herron and Keeley which 

Herron won by one absentee ballot vote that mysteriously showed up during a recount. 

During a hearing after the second primary, Police officer Paul Nikola testified he was ordered by 

Police Chief Perez to report to Testa at Testa’s pizza restaurant the day before the primary. 

Nikola said Testa introduced him to DeFilippo who then provided Nikola with addresses to go to 

pick up absentee ballots. 

Nikola said he then drove around the city’s North End in his police car picking up absentee 

ballots from those addresses, including from a mailbox. 

Local lawyer Maximino Medina Jr., who had been appointed to monitor the primary by the 

judge, testified at the hearing that on the morning of the Nov. 14 primary, he went to the mail 

room at City Hall where some absentee ballots had been delivered. He said the supervisor of the 

mail room, Jack McDowell, told him he had brought the bundle of 15 ballots over from the post 

officer but 12 did not have post marks. 

Medina also testified at the hearing that he went to Northbridge Health Care on Main Street 

where a mandated supervised absentee balloting was to take place and did not see any signs 

specifically about the primary vote. He said two members of the registrars’ office were in a 

community room at the center but were not approached by any residents. 

Ballots without postmarks 

Democratic Registrar of Voters Santa Ayala testified that voters at Northbridge refused to cast 

ballots. 

Bellis stated that she did not believe the 12 ballots without postmarks came through the post 

office and she found that the registrar failed to take reasonable steps to deliver absentee ballot 

applications to the health care residents. 



During a hearing Dec. 21, lawyers for the city of Bridgeport had asked the justices to answer 

four questions regarding the legality of Judge Bellis’ decision: if state law prohibits any person 

other than the elector from arranging for a designee to return an absentee ballot to the town clerk; 

did the judge err in rejecting the unpostmarked ballots; did the judge err in her Northbridge 

ruling and did the judge wrongfully apply the law in ruling there were substantial violations of 

law that left the reliability of the election in doubt. 

In its one-page decision released shortly after 3 a.m. on Friday, the Supreme Court simply ruled 

“Yes,” to the first question, “No,” to the second, “Yes,” to the third and “No,” to the fourth 

question. 

 


