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Good inoi-~ling, Chairs and ineinbers of the committee. MJ. Name is Denise Weeks and I am a resident of Glastonbu1)-, 
CT. MJ- testimonj. relates to bill 5888. My comments todaj- are based on infoimation culled fi-om reports submitted by 
obsei-vers of the post Febiuaq- election audits. 

In the hearings that the coininittee held around the state, registrars repeatedlj. testified that the oppoi-tunities for fi-aud or 
misconduct in our elections were constrained bj- an abundance of procedures, manuals and training that the)- and all 
voting officials received. 

Procedural irregularities witnessed bj- volunteers demonstrate the opposite is tiue: 
Anomalies having to do with ballot secuiiQ and chain of custody were observed in six towns. 
Discrepancies in counts were found in one town and not repoi-ted on the forin. 
Seven Towns either held the audit in a different location or at a different time than publicized. 
In seven towns audit forms listed zeros in all but the machine count columns. 
There was confusion among teams in nine towns regarhng what constitutes a questionable ballot and/or what to 
record in the Questionable ballot column on the repoi-t. 

Let me share a few of the more serious procedural lapses: 

Anomalies having to do with ballot securio- and chain of custodj- were obseived in six towns: 
In Colchester our volunteei. repoi-ted that 

o Two boxes of ballots were left on a table in the meeting room to be used for the audit. This was far down 
the hall fi-om the Registrar's Office and the)- could not have seen an)-one entering or exiting the room.. . I 
don't know how long the boxes were left like this. The). were there when I airived 20 minutes before the 
scheduled audit. When I airived 20 minutes early I was told to wait in the meeting room. I was alone with 
the boxes for at least 5 minutes before they realized I should wait in the lobby and requested me to do so.. . 

o Ballots not sealed; "they were in a 'cop)- paper' cardboard box sealed with tape. Two cut seals were inside 
with the ballots 

o The republican registrar explained that the town clerk had "disposed" of the ballots because the). don't have 
to be secured longer than 2 weeks". See attached repoi-t for complete details. 

I11 Bridgeport the seals were broken on some of the bags needed for tlle audit so sots ordered full recount. The 
ballots arrived packed in cardboard boxes with all Vpe of ballots lumped in together making it impossible to 
reconstmct the election at the district level. 
In Noi-th Stonington the seal numbers initially did not match. They didn't call the SOTS when the seal numbers 
appeared not to match. They explained that the moderator had must have written the last number incoi-sectly. They 
later determined that the). were looking at the wrong papei~vork" 
Newtown officials didn't use ballot bags. They used large plastic boxes to store ballots. They thought the boxes 
worked better than the bags that we have seen at other audit locations (easier to stack and were wateiyroof.) 
In East Hampton the bags were not sealed; the registrar said she ran out of seals. The Registrar had to be reminded 
to reseal the ballots at the end of the audit. 

= In Willington the 4 officials left me alone with the ballot bags and the open 'election on wheels' cabinet where the 
machines were stored while the)- went to the town clerk's office to be swoi-n in. At the end of the audit, thq- were 
going to seal tlle ballots in a cardboard box they found in tlle trash until I suggested that other towns were sealing 
them back in the ballot bags and recording a new seal number. 
East Hartford recorded the new seal number but not the old seal number. 
In Failfield a ballot was left behind in the ballot box 

Anomalies having to do with discrepancies were found in one town and not repoi-ted on the form. 
In Watei-town, the team counting Democratic ballots noted a discrepancj. of I in Obama and 2 in Clinton yet did not 
recount. Additionally, they did not note the difference on their repoi-t. 

Seven Tow~ls either held the audit in a different location or at a hfferent time than publicized: 
In Noi-th Haven we were told that the audit would begin at 10:00 AM. Our obsei-vers arrived at 9:50 and the 
couiding was complete. They were told that the time of the audit had been changed. 



I In Enfield, the audit was moved to a different room that had a TV so they could watch their Sunday AM shows 
while they did the count. When 9:00 airived we got suspicious and found them in alother rooin. 
In East Haitford, the audit was scheduled for 1:00; obselver a-iived at 1254 but ballots were all out and mostly 
sorted. 
In New Blitain, the time of audit was changed because rooin needed to be used for a retirement pa1-t)-. Originall)- 
scheduled for 9ANI but held at 850. Obseiver al-sived at 8:50. 
In Failfield the audit was undei~vay when the volunteer anived; seals were broken piior to the published 9AM s t a t  
time. 
In Colchester the audit was scheduled for 4:30 but staled as soon as all the counters were there; our obselver had 
ai~ived. 
I11 Durham the audit was scheduled for 9AM but started at 8:45. Our volunteer was present at the start. 

In seven towns incoi~ect forms were used or the audit foilns were not correctly completed which reflects a lack of 
understanding of the audit procedures on the part of officials (Sample form attached): 

In Noi~valk and Bristol the audit team recorded zeros for each candidate in the Undisputed Ballot count, the 
Questionable Ballot count and the Overall Hand Count Totals. Since ballots were counted b)- the machine in the 
audited districts so these counts should have been >O. 
In North Haven they recorded that 0 ballots were counted by hand on the audit repol-t to the SOTS though 1001 
ballots were machine counted on election night, The procedures sa). that 'the hand count vote totals for each 
candidate of the ballots that were machine counted' should be recorded. Ullless no ballots were machine counted, 
this number should be greater than 0. 
In Green\vich Counters were dismissed before the counts were reconciled. The Registrar's opinion was that the tall) 
never matches the count so the)- did not pursue the differences, which were small 
New Milford used the form from the November audit which raises the question of whether the) received andlor read 
the revised audit procedures sent out b). the Secreta1)- of State. 
In New Britain registrars did not have current version of the audit repol-t. 
East Hampton needed to be reminded to count only the machine counted ballots 

There was collfusion anong teams in nine towns regarding what constitutes a questionable ballot and/or what to record 
in the Questionable ballot column on the repoi-t: 

In Southington ballots contained Xes and check marks but no questionable ballots were recorded. The 
supeivisor stated in initial instluctions --there will be not questionable ballots.. .the machine would not have 
taken them". 

In Enfield, One questionable ballot had three circles partiall) filled in. It was hard to deteimine voter intent but the 
machine appeared to have counted it for Dodd. So it was recorded as a questionable ballot for Dodd. Volunteers felt 
it should have been recoi-ded as an over-vote 
In South Windsor "the Democratic registsar explained to me that they ti)- to catch the questionable ballots during the 
voting da) ; any ballot rejected by the scanner is placed in the side pocket of machine and reviewed at the end of 
voting. This reduces the questionables duiing counting process for audit" 
In Colchester, our volullteer reported that "Counters had put a few ballots in a 'questionable' pile but when it 
became clear from the counts that the counts that the machine had counted then no disputed ballots were listed on 
the audit report" 
In Willington the). were not sure what questionable ballots were and felt the field would alwa1.s be zero because the 
machine had, b\ definition, counted (or not rejected) the ballots. 
In Scotland, they not soit for questionable ballots at first as the supeivisor concluded that since the overall count of 
ballots matched the overall hand count of the ballots, the machine must have counted them all and so none were 
questionable. After our volunteer pointed out the examples of questionable ballots in the procedures he did record 
questionable ballots in the questionable ballot column for the candidates they seemed to be intended for. 
Nol~valk, Bristol and Noi-th Haven entered zeros for questionable ballots and all columns on the repoi-t except the 
machine count totals 

A centralized audit and the audit board proposed in this bill should strengthen chain-of custodj- for tlze ballots, coirect 
the problems just described, and help ensure that procedures are followed consistently and accurate1)-. Furthelmore, the 
changes would allow the audits to be scheduled with ample public notice making it possible for the citizens to obseive 
and provide needed tralsparenc). and additional incentive to adhere to procedures. 

Thank ).ou for the oppoi-tunit). to comment. 
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Luther. 

Very educational as  always. 

There were several breaches in ballot security chat were not reported by the registrars. 

1. TWO boxes of ballots were left on a table in h e  mee~ing roam to be used for the 
audit. R s  was far down the hall from h e  Registrar's Office and they could not 
have seen myone entering or exiting the room. The mses were cardbard hoses 
like those used for copy paper and app ared to be sealed with transparent packing 
tape. I don't know how 10% the boxes were left like this. They were therk wheil I 
arriked 20 minutes before the scheduleti audit time. 

2. When I arrived 20 minutes early, I was told to wait in the meetkg rocam. I was 
alone with the boxes of ballots for at least 5 minutez before they reaiizzd L should 
wait in the lobby and requested me to do so. 

3.  At the time the audit began, the Registrars detennin1:d tbiit cne box cant3ined b e  
absentee ballots, which were not part of the audit. When they opared thy box 
contairling the machine read ballots, the ballots werc: loose in the box. Conltained 
in ths box were two broken seals, apparently from the tvto ballot carry in$ cases. 
(Two machines were used on Election Day - one for the Dem ballots an4 one for 
the Rep bdlots.) The Republican Registrar explained that the Town Cle~li had 
"disposed" of the ballots lxcause they don't have to be secured longer t h  2 
weeks. 

4. The Registrars did not indicate in their Audit Repor: that the seals were not inhct. 
W e n  the) determined that the Audir Report requirt:d the ballot caqi~lg'case seal 
number to be indicated, they looked in the moderatctrs' materials to 9: tq find the 
numbers of the seals used on Election Day. They cculd not find chew in be 
moderators' materials, sc? they arbitrarily wrote one seal number on the 4udlt 
Report for the Democratic ballots and the other on  he Audit Reprb  for tkr: 
Republican ballots. 

5. As this pint  I asked why rhe 4 s  bad been rcmowd. I was told that heiy had 
been advised by the SOTS within 14 days after the election that tF.,c); haif been 
selected for audit. They said the selection should have been done wi.dri11 'the 14 
days. I told them that the drawing had k e n  done o I Fe b. 1 5 (the electiop vv as 
Feb. 51, an3 i was xold that some towns had not been notified until  ond day, Feb 
18, which was the Presidenrs' Day holiday, but that everyone had dcfinl:elj. hem 
notified by Tuesday, Feb. 19, which was within i4  days of Electiou Dqj Shey 
referred to a calendar on the ~ 1 1  as I was indicatin; these dates, hut t f tey Insisted 
they had n.3: beeri notified, md that thc Town Clerk -'dispscs" of Ihe bdbts ''a 
soon as she can" because she has a small office and has no room. 

6. 1 left after they gave me a copy of the Audit Reports. I don't know %hat they did 
uith the ballots ,nd broken seals &er 1 left. 



Audit Report 

Town Name: L'cting District (and polling pla ;e name) 

&- Distrid ~ u m b e r s : ( ~ o n ~ _ k /  
TC7C 

) (Slate Senate :,$ < ) (Aswmbly ;.f// --_) 

Ballot Carrying Case Seal Kumt;er: 4 7 4  4 ,S f/ Audit Date: 2 -9 3--; 4 
,' 

Total ballots counted by hand: 

Totds ballots counted by tabulator as show71 on putttc counter (see election night 

1 Explanation of Differ- 
1 

,nces: 
J 


