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INTRODUCTION 
 
On May 31, 2012, Governor Dannell P. Malloy signed Public Act 12-56, “An Act 
Concerning Voter Rights” (“the Act” or PA 12-56)1.  With the enactment of this new 
law, Connecticut became the ninth state in the Nation to permit Election Day voter 
registration.  The signing culminated decades of policy discussion and debate in the 
General Assembly.  
 
The Act required the Secretary of the State to report to the General Assembly’s 
Government Administration and Elections Committee on or before February 1, 2014 
regarding the administration of Election Day registration (EDR) during the November 
5, 2013 municipal elections2.  
 
This report is submitted pursuant to the Act and in accordance with General Statutes 
Sec. 11-4a. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Recognizing that EDR represented a significant change in Election Day practices 
requiring training and preparation, the Office of the Secretary of the State (SOTS) 
convened a working group of representatives of the Registrars of Voter’s (ROV) and 
Town Clerk’s (TC) Associations. (See appendix A.)  The intent of the working group 
was to create a framework for EDR that was consistent with the Act but also accounted 
for variations among all towns within the State of Connecticut.  Members of the 
working group were:  Marla Cowden – ROV Westport, Tim DeCarlo – ROV Waterbury, 
Carole Young-Kleinfeld – ROV Wilton, Judi Beaudreau – ROV Vernon, Peter Gostin – 
ROV New Britain, Melissa Russell – ROV Bethlehem, Linda Grace – ROV Bridgeport, 
Mike Wyman – ROV Tolland, and Therese Pac – TC Bristol.   
 

                                                           
1 Codified as Connecticut General Statutes Sec. 9-19j. 

2 Section 9 of PA 12-56 provides: Not later than February 1, 2014, the Secretary of the State shall report, in 
accordance with section 11-4a of the general statutes, to the joint standing committee of the General Assembly 
having cognizance of matters relating to elections on the administration of election day registration.  Such report 
shall address any issues or concerns regarding the administration of election day registration during the November 
2013 election, including, but not limited to, ballot security and privacy.  The Secretary of the State, in consultation 
with the State Elections Enforcement Commission, shall conduct interviews with registrars of voters, poll workers 
and candidates from municipalities with small, medium and large populations in order to determine the efficacy of 
election day registration during the November 2013 election and include any concomitant observations and results in 
such report, including, but not limited to, ways in which ballot security and privacy on election day can be enhanced.  
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SOTS developed a handbook with the EDR working group to provide detailed 
guidance regarding the implementation of EDR in each municipality. (See Appendix B.) 
 
Public Act 12-56 changed various election laws regarding voter registration, voting and 
the statewide centralized voter registration system (“CVRS”).  Specifically, it created an 
EDR process by:  (1) allowing eligible residents to register and vote on Election Day, (2) 
establishing specific EDR procedures, and (3) eliminating the use of presidential ballots 
by current state residents since they may instead vote under the Act’s EDR provisions.  
The EDR provisions became effective on July 1, 2013 so they were not implemented by 
the four municipalities that held May elections in 2013 (Andover, Bethany, Union, and 
Woodbridge).  In addition, the Act limited the application of EDR to general elections 
only; it is not used in primaries or referenda. 
 
 A voter exercising their right to EDR is a person who is either registering for the first 
time in that town or the first time ever.  Voters who move but stay within the same 
town and have not updated their voter registrations with their new addresses do not 
use the EDR process to cast their ballots.  These people use a transfer process that has 
existed in statute for quite some time.  
 
EDR PROCESS 
 
Consistent with Public Act 12-56 as well as feedback received from the working group 
discussed above, the following general EDR process was used for the November 2013 
election: 
 

1. Each registrar of voters designated a location for completing and processing EDR 
applications.  The location could not be located within an existing polling place 
and must have been a location where the registrars could access CVRS. 
 

2. Applicants using EDR must have appeared in person at the designated EDR 
location and declared under oath that they had not previously voted in the 
election.   
 

3. Applicants must have completed the application for voter registration and 
provided an acceptable form of identification at the EDR location.  The 
identification used must have proved both identity and residence.  To provide 
identity the applicant was free to use any form of identification currently 
provided for in CGS §9-20 for in person voter registration (birth certificate, 
driver’s license, social security card, or testimony of another voter)3.  If the 
applicant’s identification did not also include proof of residence, the applicant 

                                                           
3 This is distinguishable from identification required for in person voting only pursuant to General Statutes Sec. 9-
261. 
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must have also provided additional identification showing their residential 
address in the municipality. 
 

4. The registrars of voters reviewed the applicant’s voter registration application 
and checked CVRS before admitting an application as an elector.  If the registrar 
determined that the applicant was not listed in CVRS as an elector in another 
municipality, the applicant was admitted as an elector and allowed to cast a 
ballot.  If the registrar determined that the applicant was listed in CVRS as an 
elector in another municipality, the registrar was required to immediately notify 
the registrars in the other town and request that they remove the elector’s name 
from their official registry list.  In addition, inquiries were also made to ensure 
that such applicant did not already vote in the other town. 

 
5. Once an EDR applicant was admitted as an elector they received a ballot and 

EDR security envelope.  The newly admitted elector secretly marked their ballot, 
placed it in the EDR security envelope, and deposited the envelope in a secured 
EDR ballot depository receptacle.   

 
6. The law relating to custody, control, and counting of absentee ballots applied as 

nearly as possible to the custody, control and counting of EDR ballots.  A copy of 
the EDR tally sheet was sealed in the depository envelope with the ballots to be 
stored and destroyed with the other election materials after the required 
retention period. 

 
7. The registrars of voters immediately sent a letter of acceptance by first-class mail 

to the residential address of the EDR applicant.  If the letter of acceptance was 
returned as undeliverable the registrars immediately sent a confirmation of 
voting residence to the voter.  If the address could not be verified, the registrar 
immediately placed the name of the applicant on the inactive registry list and 
referred the matter to the State Elections Enforcement Commission. 

 
Our office conducted extensive training with all registrars of voters to ensure they 
understood the EDR process (See Appendix C). 
 
EDR CONSULTATION WITH REGISTRARS OF VOTERS, POLL WORKERS AND 
CANDIDATES 
 
Efficacy of EDR 
After the election held in November 2013, this office re-convened the EDR working 
group discussed above in order to identify any positive and negative aspects of EDR as 
it was administered pursuant to the process and procedures outlined in the EDR 
handbook prepared by this office.  We have attached to this report many of the 
comments received from the various municipalities.  (See Appendix D.)   
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EDR Statistics 
Virtually every municipality conducting an election in November 2013 had at least one 
EDR applicant.  Only 6 out of 165 municipalities reported no EDR activity on Election 
Day.  In total, 2900 residents took advantage of the EDR process.  The top municipalities 
for EDR applicants were New Haven with 202 applicants and New Britain with 164.  Of 
the EDR applicants 775 registered as Democrats, 618 registered as Republicans, 1445 
registered as Unaffiliated and 62 registered in a minor party.  (See Appendix E.)  
 
 
 
The EDR working group discussed several specific aspects of the EDR process outlined 
as follows: 
 
 
 
EDR Staffing 
Depending on the size and resources of each municipality, additional EDR staff may 
have been employed on Election Day.  In Bethlehem, the smallest of the municipalities 
on the EDR working group, no additional staff were employed and existing staff were 
utilized to administer both regular Election Day activities and the additional EDR 
responsibilities. 
 
In the medium and large towns additional staff were employed to handle the additional 
EDR responsibilities leaving existing election officials free to administer other Election 
Day duties.  The additional staffing levels were as follows:  Tolland – 1 additional staff; 
Bristol – 3 additional staff; Vernon – 4 additional staff; New Britain – 9 additional staff; 
Waterbury – 6 additional staff; Westport – 5 additional staff; Wilton – 2 additional staff; 
and Bridgeport – 5 additional staff. 
 
Given the low turnout for all municipal elections held in November 2013 (31.43% 
statewide), all members of the EDR working group felt it was necessary to point out 
that these staffing levels will need to be increased for the upcoming November 2014 
election.     
 
Telephone Capacity 
One provision of the EDR process required each municipality to check CVRS before 
admitting an applicant as an elector.  If the registrar determined that the applicant was 
listed in CVRS as an elector in another municipality, the registrar was required to 
immediately notify the registrars in the other town and request that they remove the 
elector’s name from their official registry list.  In addition, inquiries were also made to 
ensure that such applicant did not already vote in the other town.  Given the low voter 
turnout, many of these inquiries were not problematic.  However, many municipalities 
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commented that this process may be more challenging when voter turnout increases 
and many registrars of voter’s offices become busier.  
 
Voter Registration Cut-Off 
Many registrars commented on the need for voter registration deadlines in the future.  
Many commented that the existence of a mail-in voter registration deadline, a Saturday 
voter making session and an in-person voter registration deadline added confusion to 
the process.  Many registrars suggested eliminating most deadlines leaving only a small 
window for towns to process existing voter registration applications (perhaps one week 
or less).  Any voter not able to register to vote by this deadline could simply register 
and vote on Election Day.  The confusion regarding the various deadlines in place 
necessitated our office providing a letter of clarification that could be used as an insert 
and enclosed with any letter of acceptance sent to a voter who missed an applicable 
voter registration deadline. (See Appendix F.)  It should be noted that a voter 
registration deadline may remain valuable to allow towns to process cards and prepare 
official voter lists.  A voter registration deadline would also provide a specific date in 
time that a municipality could rely on as a time where no additional voter registration 
could be performed until Election Day.     

 
Ballot security 
Pursuant to Public Act 12-56, the law relating to custody, control, and counting of 
absentee ballots applied as nearly as possible to the custody, control and counting of 
EDR ballots.  No municipality reported any problem with ballot security or with the 
transportation of the EDR ballots to the counting location on election night.  Many 
reported that the experience of handling absentee ballots over the years contributed to 
fewer issues with the EDR ballots. 
 
A single instance of a voter attempting to vote in two different municipalities on 
Election Day using the EDR process was referred to the State Elections Enforcement 
Commission (SEEC).  The voter was not able to vote in both municipalities because both 
towns involved properly followed the procedures outlined in Public Act 12-56.  When 
the voter entered the polling location of their former town, the voter was informed of 
their EDR status in the new town and left.  This instance was properly documented and 
reported.  (See Appendix G.) 
 
The system worked in that the voter was prevented from casting a ballot twice on 
Election Day.  Upon review, SEEC opined that it did not have authority to act because a 
second vote was not actually cast.  This opinion potentially exposes a deficiency in 
current law.   
 
The Office of the Secretary of the State proposes that the law be clarified to ensure that 
people who attempt to cast a fraudulent ballot are held accountable for their actions, 
and those who would consider such activity may be deterred.  Additionally, increased 



7 
 

technology on Election Day should be explored as a means to more efficiently achieve 
what prevented this voter from potentially being granted access to a second ballot.  For 
example, electronic poll books could be connected to the statewide voter registry so that 
as soon as a voter is registered through EDR, they are also removed from the checklist 
at their old polling place.  Without the necessity of a telephone call, the EDR staff in the 
voter’s new town could instantly see if the voter had already cast a ballot in their 
previous town. 
    
Voting privacy  
Most municipalities reported no issues related to voter privacy.  Depending on the size 
of the municipality the solutions used did differ.  In some of the larger municipalities a 
separate EDR room was set up where voting privacy booths were used and the room 
resembled a polling location.  In other municipalities, EDR was conducted in the 
registrars of voter’s office; when space allowed, a privacy booth was used or a separate 
table or counter space was dedicated to the EDR voting process. 
 
The Office of the Secretary of the State received one call from a voter who was 
unwilling to place their ballot in the required EDR security envelope.  It was 
emphasized that the envelope contained much of the same information that an absentee 
balloting envelope would contain and that, when counted, the EDR ballot would be 
separated from the indentifying envelope to ensure the secrecy of the ballot.  
 
Ballot counting / Tally process 
No municipality reported any difficulty counting or tallying the EDR ballots.  As stated 
previously, EDR ballots are handled, secured, transported and counted as closely as 
possible to absentee ballots.  In all towns, EDR ballots were counted at the same location 
and by the same or additional absentee ballot counting officials. 
 
This office did encounter some difficulty obtaining the number of EDR ballots issued 
from some municipalities.  Public Act 12-56 required each municipality to report the 
number of EDR ballots cast to our office on the head moderator’s return filed with our 
office.  On many of the returns filed no such EDR number was provided.  Our office  
attributed this omission to a new process and we anticipate a much better compliance 
rate in the future.  Additional enhancements will be made on the head moderator’s 
return to better identify and request the EDR information needed. 
 
CVRS 
As part of the EDR process discussed above, each municipality was required to utilize 
CVRS as part of the EDR application process.  On Election Day our office carefully 
monitored CVRS to ensure no service interruptions.  No municipality reported any 
problem with CVRS or reported any system outage during Election Day.  It is important 
to note, however, that the November 2013 election did experience a low voter turnout 
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and although this office does not anticipate any system issues in the future, an increase 
in workload is anticipated in the future with higher turnout elections.  
 
EDR Cost 
In addition to the staffing needs discussed above, many of the municipalities reported 
additional costs associated with EDR.  These costs were associated with: (1) additional 
communication lines installed or cell phones used at the polling locations to ensure 
open communication with the moderator of the polling location if a voter needed to be 
identified as having voted previously; (2) additional or specially printed ballots that 
would enable the municipality to identify and separately tally the EDR ballots; and (3) 
additional voting machines and memory cards to count the EDR ballots; many small 
and medium municipalities do not possess additional or spare voting machines that can 
be used for the EDR process.  In an election with larger turnout, those smaller 
municipalities may need to purchase or lease additional voting machines to 
accommodate the larger amount of EDR ballots. 
 
EDR Location 
Most municipalities addressed issues regarding the actual EDR location.  Many of the 
small and medium sized towns indicated a preference that the municipality be allowed 
to establish the EDR location at the actual polling places within their municipalities or 
at multiple EDR locations established throughout the municipality.  Using this method, 
a voter would submit their application for voter registration at a central location, 
presumably the office of the registrar of voters and then travel to their applicable 
polling location in the municipality and cast their ballot.  The admitting official would 
provide the applicant with a receipt indicating acceptance as a voter and would be used 
to add the voter to the official list upon arrival at the polling place.  However, most 
larger municipalities indicated that this method would not work in their municipality 
indicating that the polling locations would not be able to accommodate the increase in 
voter flow. 
 
All municipalities indicated that they could not accommodate hosting the entire EDR 
process at the various polling locations within their municipalities.  At present, there 
exists no cost effective and efficient manner in which to provide internet access at all of 
the polling locations for CVRS access and communication between municipalities, but 
the issue needs to be further explored.    
 
 

 












































































































































































	Election Day Registration Report 2 1 14
	Prepared by the Office of the Secretary of the State
	INTRODUCTION
	BACKGROUND
	EDR PROCESS
	Efficacy of EDR
	EDR Statistics
	EDR Staffing
	Telephone Capacity
	Voter Registration Cut-Off
	Ballot security
	Voting privacy
	Ballot counting / Tally process
	CVRS
	EDR Cost
	EDR Location

	EDR appendices



