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• Raised Bill 224, An Act Exempting Ballots Cast at Elections, Primaries and Referenda 
from Disclosure Under the Freedom of Information Act 

• Raised Bill 226, An Act Concerning Various Revisions to Election Processes 

 
Dear Co-Chairs Flexer and Blumenthal; Vice Chairs Honig, Morrin Bello, and Osborne; 
Ranking Members Sampson and Mastrofrancesco; and distinguished members of the 
committee. Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony on two pieces of 
elections legislation before you.   
 

• Raised Bill 224, An Act Exempting Ballots Cast at Elections, Primaries and Referenda 
from Disclosure Under the Freedom of Information Act 

This bill affirms a simple but foundational principle: The ballot is secret. 

Connecticut has long protected the confidentiality of how individuals vote. That protection 
allows voters to participate freely, without fear that their choices could later be exposed, 
scrutinized, or analyzed in ways that compromise their privacy. 

Raised Bill 224 makes clear that all ballots cast for elections, primaries, and 
referendums— including write-in ballots — are exempt from disclosure under the Freedom 
of Information Act, while fully preserving the ability to conduct lawful recanvasses and 
audits. This exemption does not limit transparency of election results or oversight of 
election procedures. Vote totals, audits, recounts, and court review remain fully public 
under existing law. What is protected is the secrecy of the individual ballot — not the 



 
 

   
 

outcome of the election. Transparency and ballot secrecy are not in conflict. We can 
maintain robust oversight without making individual ballots subject to public inspection. 

Even a well-intentioned Freedom of Information request could create unintended 
consequences. In a small precinct, for example, a request for ballots from a particular 
voting district could invite efforts to analyze voting patterns in ways that undermine voter 
anonymity. This bill removes that ambiguity and protects voters from that risk. 

Ballots are not ordinary public records. They are instruments of democratic expression. 
Protecting ballot secrecy does not make fraud easier. It prevents intimidation and 
preserves the independence of each voter’s choice. Clarifying their exemption strengthens 
voter confidence and protects one of the most fundamental rights in our democracy. 

I urge the passage of Raised Bill 224. 

 

• Raised Bill 226, An Act Concerning Various Revisions to Election Processes 

This bill makes targeted statutory revisions to improve clarity, consistency, and voter 
confidence across Connecticut’s 169 municipalities. 

First, the bill makes specific improvements to early voting and same-day election 
registration administration, making the process easier for municipalities and for our office, 
while still ensuring that all necessary information is reviewed and on file by: 

• Providing a mechanism for determining early voting locations when registrars are 
unable to agree, ensuring that voters are not left without timely decisions (see Sec. 
1–2).  

• Simplifying the process for submitting early voting plans. Under current law, 
registrars must submit early voting plans before each election and primary. Under 
this bill, registrars would instead submit a single annual early voting plan by 
February 15 and would only be required to submit a new plan if changes are made 
(see Sec. 2).  

• Requiring that a town’s same-day registration plan be submitted as part of the early 
voting plan, rather than as a separate submission, streamlining what are currently 
two technically distinct processes (see Sec. 2).  

• Modifying the deadlines by which registrars certify early voting and same-day 
registration locations to the Secretary of the State and allowing amendments with 
notice. This will create flexibility while preserving accountability (see Sec. 2).  



 
 

   
 

• Eliminating the requirement that early voting ballots be placed in envelopes before 
tabulation and, instead, allowing ballots to be deposited directly into tabulators 
after being marked (see Sec. 1). This reduces handling steps, lowers administrative 
burden, and helps voters feel more confident about ballot security. 

Second, the bill improves communication and coordination between municipalities and the 
Secretary of the State’s office. It creates consistency across voting contexts by: 

• Requiring registrars to submit contact information for early voting and same-day 
moderators, so our office can communicate directly with every individual serving in 
those roles when necessary (see Sec. 4). This ensures that important updates, 
guidance, or time-sensitive information can be shared quickly and consistently with 
all moderators statewide.  

• Aligning the appointment procedures for same-day registration moderators with 
those already in place for early voting moderators (see Sec. 3). It requires registrars 
of voters to appoint a moderator for each same-day registration location. As is 
already permitted for early voting, a registrar of voters may serve as a same-day 
registration moderator so long as both registrars agree to the appointment and 
jointly submit a certification to the Secretary of the State (see Sec. 3). 

• Extending to early voting and same-day registration officials the same prohibition 
that already applies under existing law to officials serving on the day of a primary or 
election (see Sec. 5). Specifically, it prohibits these officials from performing 
services for a party or candidate on an early voting or same-day registration day on 
which they are serving, or from appearing at a political headquarters before the 
location closes. This is not a new standard, but rather a consistent application of 
existing law to newer voting processes. 

• Prohibiting registrars from appointing as moderators, individuals convicted of 
specified fraud-related or Title 9 offenses (see Sec. 7). These changes create 
consistency across voting contexts and reinforce the integrity of the process. 

Third, the bill enhances post-election procedures by:  

• Creating a consistent process for correcting mistakes in election returns (see Sec. 
8). Under current law, only towns with multiple voting districts are required to 
conduct a review and report errors by the third day after an election. This bill 
provides a necessary technical correction so that all towns — regardless of the 
number of voting districts — follow the same process for identifying and correcting 



 
 

   
 

return errors. This does not impose new burdens, but rather clarifies and 
standardizes an existing procedure, promoting transparency, consistency, and 
accountability. 

• Expanding discrepancy recanvass requirements so that, when appropriate, all 
districts in a municipality are examined, and not just the district in which a 
discrepancy first appears. This will help improve accuracy and public confidence 
(see Sec. 15).  

• Requiring absentee ballot counters to maintain a log of rejected absentee ballots, 
creating a clearer record for review (see Sec. 14).  

• Clarifying communication rules so one party representative may communicate 
directly with the moderator during discrepancy recanvasses, promoting orderly 
oversight (see Sec. 15). 

Fourth, the bill improves ballot and candidate processes to prevent avoidable errors by:  

• Allowing correction of endorsement certificates and certificates of candidacies for 
nomination when a technical omission would otherwise invalidate them, preventing 
disenfranchisement based on clerical mistakes (see Sec. 11).  

• Authorizing the Secretary of the State to review and preapprove town ballots before 
printing, allowing errors or omissions to be corrected before ballots are cast (see 
Sec. 12).  

• Authorizing the Secretary of the State to amend endorsement, nominating, or other 
candidacy-related certificates in order to correct errors or omissions she deems 
harmless and requiring her to maintain a record of any such amendment. The bill 
further specifies that it does not require the Secretary to affirmatively attempt to 
identify errors or omissions (see Sec. 12). 

• Providing authority for the Secretary, during the ninety days preceding an election 
or primary, to seek declaratory relief in Superior Court on behalf of electors (see 
Sec. 13). Specifically, the bill allows the Secretary to commence a declaratory 
judgment action under Title 52 if one or more electors have been aggrieved under 
the state’s election laws and have made a complaint within ninety days of an 
election or primary. The action must seek an order to ensure that election 
administration procedures are properly executed and that electors’ rights are 
adequately protected under the state’s election laws. This allows the Secretary to 
ask a court for a legal ruling or guidance under Title 52 when necessary to address 
potential violations or procedural issues before they affect voters. A court’s ruling 



 
 

   
 

would provide clear direction on what must occur to correct the issue and help 
ensure that no voter is disenfranchised due to procedural errors. These provisions 
are preventive, designed to resolve issues before they impact voters. 

Finally, the bill strengthens voter privacy protections while preserving full transparency in 
election results and procedures by: 

• Exempting ballots cast at elections, primaries, and referenda from disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information Act (see Sec. 16). This does not shield 
election outcomes from scrutiny. Vote totals, recanvasses, audits, and court 
review remain fully public and available under existing law. What this provision 
protects is the secrecy of the individual ballot — a foundational principle that 
ensures voters may cast their votes free from intimidation, coercion, or later 
examination of how they voted.  

• Limiting public disclosure of voter registration birth date information to the year 
only, as well as restricts the use of voter registration data to election-related, 
scholarly, journalistic, political, or governmental purposes, prohibiting its use for 
harassment, marketing, or commercial exploitation (see Sec. 26).  These 
changes safeguard personal information without limiting lawful oversight or 
legitimate election-related review. Protecting voter privacy and maintaining 
election integrity are not in conflict. They are complementary pillars of a strong 
democratic system. 

Over the past three years, I have engaged with election officials nationwide. Connecticut’s 
decentralized system is strong, but it must continue to evolve. Raised Bill 226 reflects 
practical lessons from local administrators and national best practices. 

This legislation does not overhaul our system. It makes specific corrections, clarifications, 
and safeguards that will help our towns administer elections more consistently and protect 
voters more effectively. 

I encourage you to pass Raised Bill 226. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Stephanie Thomas 
Secretary of the State of Connecticut 



 
 

   
 

 


