
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

STATE ELECTIONS ENFORCEMENT COMMISSION 

In the Matter of a Complaint by James Morris, Hartford File No. 2020-035 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Complainant alleged that when he presented himself to cast a ballot in the March 3, 2020 
Democratic Town Committee Primary at the District 18 polling place in the City ofHartford, he 
was erroneously informed by the official checker that an electronic poll book showed that he had 
already voted when he had not. 1 

Law 

1. The process of voting is enumerated in General Statutes § 9-261 , which provides, in 
pertinent part: 

(a) In each primary, election or referendum, when an elector has 
entered the polling place, the elector shall announce the elector's 
street address, if any, and the elector's name to the official checker 
or checkers in a tone sufficiently loud and clear as to enable all the 
election officials present to hear the same. Each elector who 
registered to vote by mail for the first time on or after January 1, 
2003, and has a "mark" next to the elector's name on the official 
registry list, as required by section 9-23r, shall present to the official 
checker or checkers, before the elector votes, either a current and 
valid photo identification that shows the elector's name and address 
or a copy of a current utility bill, bank statement, government check, 
paycheck or other government document that shows the name and 
address of the elector. Each other elector shall (1) present to the 
official checker or checkers the elector's Social Security card or any 
other preprinted form of identification which shows the elector's 

1 The following are the Commission' s fmdings and conclusions based on those portions of the Complainant' s statement 
of complaint which the Commission could reasonably construe as alleging facts amounting to a specific violation of 
those laws within the Commission ' s jurisdiction. Any statements within the Complaint not addressed herein either did 
not specifically allege a violation or alleged facts which if proven true would not have amounted to a violation within 
the Commission ' s jurisdiction. 



name and either the elector's address, signature or photograph, or 
(2) on a form prescribed by the Secretary of the State, write the 
elector's residential address and date of birth, print the elector's 
name and sign a statement under penalty of false statement that the 
elector is the elector whose name appears on the official checklist. 
Such form shall clearly state the penalty of false statement. A 
separate form shall be used for each elector. If the elector presents a 
preprinted form of identification under subdivision (1) of this 
subsection, the official checker or checkers shall check the name of 
such elector on the official checklist, manually on paper or 
electronically. If the elector completes the form under subdivision 
(2) of this subsection, the registrar of voters or the assistant registrar 
of voters, as the case may be, shall examine the information on such 
form and either instruct the official checker or checkers to check the 
name of such elector on the official checklist, manually on paper or 
electronically, or notify the elector that the form is incomplete or 
inaccurate. 

(e) If not challenged by anyone lawfully present in the polling place, 
the elector shall be permitted to pass to the separated area to receive 
the ballot. The elector shall give any receipt the elector has received 
to a ballot clerk who shall give the elector a ballot to vote only in 
the primary of the party specified by the receipt. The elector shall be 
permitted into the voting booth area, and shall then register his or 
her vote in secret. Having voted, the elector shall immediately exit 
the voting booth area and deposit the ballot in the voting tabulator 
and leave the room. No elector shall remain within the voting booth 
longer than the time necessary to complete the ballot, and, if the 
elector refuses to leave such booth after completing the ballot, the 
elector shall at once be removed by the election officials upon order 
of the moderator. Not more than one elector at a time shall be 
permitted to be within the enclosed space which the elector occupies 
while the elector completes his or her ballot, provided an elector 
may be accompanied within such enclosed space by one or more 
children who are fifteen years of age or younger and supervised by 
the elector, if the elector is the parent or legal guardian of such 
children. If any elector, after entering the voting booth area, asks for 
further instruction concerning the manner of voting, the election 
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officials shall give such instructions or directions to the elector; but 
no election official instructing or assisting an elector, except as 
provided in section 9-264, shall look at the ballot in such a way as 
to see the elector's markings or in any manner seek to influence any 
such elector in the casting of the elector's vote. (Emphasis added.) 

2. General Statutes§ 9-261c concerns the potential use of"electronic poll books" in the 
polling place and provides, pertinent part: 

The Secretary of the State shall review, in consultation and 
coordination with The University of Connecticut, electronic devices 
that could assist official checkers in checking the names of electors 
pursuant to section 9-234 or any regulation adopted pursuant to this 
chapter. Not later than September 1, 2015, the Secretary shall 
include on a list any such device that the Secretary approves and 
shall make such list available to municipalities in a manner 
determined by the Secretary. The Secretary may add or remove a 
device from such list, as the Secretary determines such addition or 
removal is necessary. 

3. The question of the legal status and role of electronic poll books in polling places was 
addressed extensively in In the Matter of a Complaint by Christopher Brown, Hartford, File 
No. 2018-100. In Brown, the Commission confirmed through the Secretary ofthe State's 
Office that no electronic poll book had been given full approved by the Secretary as a 
replacement for the written official checklist and that those electronic poll books given 
preliminary approval were only to be deployed as accessories to the official checklist. 

10. The Secretary of the State confirmed that while the 
Secretary has not approved any model of electronic polling book 
for exclusive use in a polling place, such electronic polling books 
given preliminary approval through General Statutes§ 9-261 c are 
permitted to be used alongside the official printed checklist. 

11. However, the Secretary, through Elections Director Peggy 
Reeves, confirmed that their advice to registrars is that the 
electronic poll books should be placed after the paper registry lists 
and that the voter is not required to participate in the use of the 
electronic poll book. 
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12. That is, once the voter has sufficiently met such voter 's 
responsibilities under General Statutes§ 9-261 for identification 
and has been checked off the written list, such voter has met all of 
the requirements of receiving a ballot. 

Background and General Information 

4. The Hartford Democratic Town Committee primaries were held on March 3, 2020. 

5. The Complainant here was a registered Democratic Party elector whose polling place on 
that day was at the District 18 location at the Naylor School. 

6. The District 18 moderator on that date was Claire Maris Stella Potier. 

7. At all times relevant to the instant Complaint, the official checker was Tiffany Willis. 

Allegation 

8. The Complainant alleged here that he arrived at the polling place at approximately 7:00am 
to vote and attempted to show his identification to Ms. Willis, the official checker. 

9. He further alleged that Ms. Willis "checked her computer" (which turned out to be the 
electronic poll book) and told him that he was recorded as already having voted. 

10. He further alleged that he became very upset and insisted that he did not vote already and 
that he would not leave until he was permitted to cast his ballot. 

11. He alleged than another individual came over to assist Ms. Willis (the moderator, Ms. 
Potier), that individual left for a period oftime, and then eventually he was given a ballot 
and permitted to vote. 

12. According to the Complainant, he left the polling place at 7:15am after having voted. 

Investigation 

13. The Democratic Party registrar Giselle Feliciano was cooperative in the investigation and 
provided statements as well as relevant documents from the District 18 polling place. 
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14. Importantly, the records showed that the Complainant had been able to cast his ballot in the 
polling place on the date in question and no evidence was found that any other ballot was 
cast in his name. 

15. Moderator Potier' s moderator diary was well organized and detailed. It included a notation 
concerning the event alleged by the Complainant: 

7:15a.m. 
Mr. James Morris wasn 't shown on the E-Poll 
Machine but was on the Official checklist 
The registrar office [sic] said let him vote. Ms. 
Kathy Brooks will check upstairs with Eric about 
his status. 

16. The official (written) registry list from the District 18 polling place includes the 
Complainant, whose name is crossed off. 

17. While Commission investigators were unable to obtain reliable contact information for Ms. 
Potier, contact was made with Ms. Willis, who was cooperative with the investigation. 

18. Ms. Willis could not testify as to any particular recollection of the events alleged here, but 
she strongly disputed the characterization by the Complainant. She asserted that "I would 
never tell someone they can' t vote" and the she and Ms. Potier took their jobs at the polling 
place very seriously. 

19. Ms. Feliciano did not have any particular recollection ofthe events alleged, but spoke 
generally about how her office uses the electronic poll books: 

EPoll is an electronic registry book it lets you identify a voter by 
scanning a Valid DMV I.D. or you can type name. EPoll allows us 
to know if voter is in the correct district or if voter has voted by AB 
not used in all election. We use it to assist in finding a voter for 
example it lets us know if a voter belongs in another districts and it 
can print out direction where they should go to cast a vote. EPoll 
are never the prime registry, she may have used it to make sure he 
was in the correct location. I cannot answer if any evidence that 
indicates he voted AB or was told that. Ms. Claire Poitier 
(moderator) did find him in the registry and had him vote. 
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Analysis 

20. The Complainant here alleged that his time in the polling place, including the alleged delay 
and the time it took him to cast his ballot, spanned approximately not more than 15 minutes. 

21 . While there is no corroborating evidence to support his estimate of the length of time, the 
evidence supports that there was at least some question as to his eligibility, based entirely 
on information found (or not found) in the electronic poll book. 

22. Moreover, the evidence supports that the moderator and the official checker did not permit 
him to cast his ballot, at least momentarily, until they first contacted the Office of the 
Register to get an answer as to what to do in this situation. 

23. The Commission has held in the past that a delay between arriving at the polling place and 
casting one' s ballot is not a per se violation of any statute in Title 9, especially where there 
may be a genuine question as to an elector' s eligibility to cast a ballot. See, e.g., In the 
Matter of a Complaint by Thomas Santacroce, Groton, File No. 2019-039 (delay offive 
minutes or more related to undetermined issue with elector' s registration not a violation). 

24. Here the Complainant's round trip was no more than 15 minutes, even by his own 
estimates; it may have been less. 

25. However, the difference here is that the evidence supports a finding that the Complainant 
here had met all the requirements of § 9-261 to be handed his ballot: His name was on the 
official checklist and was not crossed off as having voted. He was prepared to show 
identification. He was not legally challenged by anyone in the polling place. 

26. As such, the evidence supports that he should have been immediately "permitted to pass to 
the separated area to receive the ballot." (See, General Statutes§ 9-261 (e).). 

27. Here, the Complainant was delayed from receiving his ballot due solely to information 
contained within the electronic poll book, which has been established by both the Secretary 
and the Commission as having no official standing in the polling place. 

28. This was confirmed by the Commission in File 2018-100, above, which was also a case 
involving the role and proper use of electronic poll books in Hartford. 
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29. The Commission takes administrative notice that there have been no statutory changes to 
the use and role of electronic poll books since File No. 2018-100 was decided, nor has there 
been any new material regulation and/or written advice from the Secretary of the State on 
this point. 

30. Considering the aforesaid, the Commission concludes that while electronic poll books are 
permitted in the polling place, they are only accessories and the records contained within 
such books have no official standing as to an elector' s eligibility to receive their ballot. The 
only official record of voter eligibility in the polling place is the official registry list 
maintained by the official checker. 

31. Accordingly, the Commission concludes that the Complainant had met all the statutory 
requirements and should have been allowed to pass into the area to receive his ballot 
without delay. 

32. However, the Commission also recognizes that this is a matter of first impression. The 
investigation here revealed no prior Commission case or advice from the Secretary that 
demonstrates what an election official should do when faced with an electronic poll book 
record that does not match up with a record on the official registry list. 

33. The elections officials, faced with this question, took what they believed in good faith to be 
the most reasonable and conscientious option and contacted the Registrar' s Office to answer 
the question. Like in File No. 2018-100, there was at least some effect upon the 
Complainant insofar as he was delayed, but it was a relatively short delay. 

34. Considering the aforesaid, the Commission will take no further action in this matter. 
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ORDER 

The following Order is recommended on the basis ofthe aforementioned findings: 

No further action. 

Adopted this dnd day of ~e... , 2021 at Hartford, Connecticut. 

Stephen T. Penny, Chairperson 
By Order of the Commission 

8 


