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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is George Barnett and I live in 

New Milford, CT. I would like to address the “Post Election Audit Process”.  

 

I’d like to thank all of you for arranging this meeting and coming to Danbury, in addition 

to all the other stops you have made. 

 

I am a former corporate auditor and have been involved in the election reform issue for 

the last three years. I am also a poll worker in New Milford and I witnessed the post 

election audit process for the optical scan voting machines in Monroe, CT after the 2006 

trial run.  

 

The Secretary of the State (SOTS) should be commended for selecting optical scan 

voting machines, which require the voter to complete a paper ballot. In addition, it is a 

positive step to have mandatory audit requirements to check the machines. However, 

there should be an independent audit board to administer the post election audit process. 

It is a clear conflict of interest to have the SOTS office manage the audit process and 

determine when to investigate differences and expand the audits when that same office is 

responsible for running the elections. This is similar to asking a contractor to inspect and 

pass his own work.     

 

After the 2006 election, when the scanners were first used in 25 towns, I reviewed all of 

the post election audit results in addition to witnessing the process in Monroe. In 28 of 

the 550 recounts from 17 districts, there were differences of 10 votes or more between the 

machine counts and the hand counts. The differences discovered in Wethersfield District 

10 between the machine counts and the hand counts of 105, 82 and 73 were particularly 

troubling. 

 

 

In a 12/7/06 press release, this is what the SOTS had to say about the performance of the 

new voting machines: 

 

“We have very good news to report today, because it is now clear that the optical scan 

machines performed very well on Election Day and without any problems. Any changes 

in vote totals found in these audits were due to ballots being marked incorrectly by the 

voter, not to any problems with the optical scan machines.” (emboldening added) 

 

 

However, in 19 out of these 28 recounts with differences of more than 10 votes, the 

machines recorded a higher vote count than the hand counts, including the three large 

differences in Wethersfield. Think about that. How can the differences be caused by 

incorrectly marked ballots if the machine counts are higher than the hand counts? 

In Monroe a scanner counted 25 more votes than the audit hand count and no one in 

Monroe knew the cause of this difference. In addition, no one from the SOTS office 

contacted any Monroe election officials before the 12/7/06 press release. This difference 

was eventually resolved after the SOTS office was directly confronted with this issue but 

as far as I know, no follow-up was ever done on the differences in Wethersfield. This 

illustrates the need for an independent audit board. 

 



 

 

 

 

In addition to establishing an independent audit board, here are two other steps that 

would give more assurance that the machines are counting the ballots accurately: 

 

1) All recounts or audits should be done by hand. Running the ballots through 

 another scanner is almost meaningless. If the memory card was programmed 

 wrong causing the scanner to miscount the ballots, this will not be detected by 

 running the ballots through another scanner. 

 

2)   All races should be audited on each machine selected for the post election audit 

 process.  Currently, only a sampling of the races are chosen from the selected 

 machines, reducing the possibility of detecting a problem. 

 

 

The 2007 elections resulted in similar differences to the 2006 elections. Again, to the best 

of my knowledge, there has been no follow up. This is why an independent audit board is 

critical. One election activist states that mandating a paper trail without also requiring 

post-election audits is like buying a security system for your house and then not turning it 

on. Connecticut has turned on the security system, by requiring audits, but by not 

following up on the differences we are essentially not responding when the alarm goes 

off. Please establish an independent audit board so we can determine the causes of the 

differences between the machine counts and the audit hand counts. Thank you for your 

time.   

 

Please email George Barnett at info@truckremark.com or call at 203-775-0011 for more 

information. 
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