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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

NEW YORK STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS 
MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR OF THE VOTING 
EQUIPMENT 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he New York State Legislature created the State Board of Elections (State 
Board) on June 1, 1974.  The State Board is composed of four 

Commissioners appointed by the Governor and recommended by the chairmen 
and legislative leaders of each of the two major political parties.   
 
The ongoing functions of the State Board can be grouped into three program 
areas: enforcement of the New York State Election Law (Election Law), 
disclosure of campaign financing, and election administration.  At the county 
level, its responsibilities for implementing the Election Law and administering all 
elections in New York State (State) are shared with a two-Commissioner board of 
elections (county board) whose members have been recommended by the 
county’s two major political parties.  (New York State has 62 counties; however, 
election activities in the 5 counties of New York City [City] are under the 
combined jurisdiction of a single New York City Board of Elections [City Board].  
Like the other county boards, the 10-member City Board is made up of two 
representatives from each of the City’s counties.  For the purposes of this report, 
it constitutes the 58th county board.) 
 
The cost of conducting elections in New York State is primarily the responsibility 
of cities, towns, and counties.  Expenditures for administering the election 
process totaled about $94.6 million in fiscal year 2000.  The State Board serves 
in an oversight/regulatory capacity; among other functions, it oversees the filing 
of petitions circulated by candidates for elective office and resolves challenges to 
those petitions.  It issues an annual report of statistical data pertaining to primary 
and election activity during the calendar year that includes the number of voting 
machines in use, the number of problems reported during the year, the length of 
interruptions in the voting process, the number of registered voters by party, the 
Commissioners’ salaries, and the number of staff employed by the State Board. 
 
Public interest in the voting process was significantly aroused in New York, as 
well as in the rest of the country, during the November 2000 general election 
when the casting and counting of votes for President were challenged in Florida.  
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The controversial resolution of that crisis led to numerous studies and research 
projects related to the election process. 
 
Our audit addressed the following questions about how the State Board 
monitored the preventive maintenance of voting machines, the training of voting 
machine technicians, and the development of contingency plans to handle 
machine problems on election days during the period of January 1, 2000 through 
November 30, 2001: 
 

• Were voting machines maintained properly and certified as ready prior to 
election days? 

 
• Were contingency plans established that would assure voters of adequate 

service if equipment fails?   
 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

e noted that, although the State’s almost 20,000 voting machines are 
locally-owned, each machine, regardless of its owner, must be certified as 

operational under State Law.  At the same time, we found that the State Board 
and county boards may have more authority than they have exercised to 
establish and enforce uniform election standards.  We also found that voting 
machine technicians are not trained uniformly throughout the State, and that 
even local policies regarding their training are not always followed.  In addition, 
although contingency plans for the continuation of voting activities in the event of 
a machine malfunction are generally the same throughout the State, they are not 
always implemented as written.  Just one of the 13 counties where we reviewed 
voting operations had produced its own written contingency plan; the others 
followed the State Board’s Election Inspectors Handbook, which simply directed 
poll workers to telephone the county board when a machine malfunctioned.  In 
one of the other counties, entries in some of the call-in logs -- maintained by poll 
workers so that a record of calls about voting difficulties could be created for 
future reference -- did not correlate with each other.  As a result, the county 
board was not fully aware of problems at the polls.  
 

COMMENTS OF STATE BOARD OFFICIALS 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to State Board officials for their review 
and comment.  We also discussed these matters at an exit conference.  

Their comments have been considered in preparing this final report, and are 
included as Appendix B. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
he New York State Legislature created the State Board of 
Elections (State Board) on June 1, 1974.  The State Board is 

composed of four Commissioners appointed by the Governor 
and recommended by the chairmen and legislative leaders of 
each of the two major political parties. 
 
The State Board’s functions can be grouped into three program 
areas: enforcement of the New York State Election Law 
(Election Law), disclosure of campaign financing, and election 
administration.  At the county level, its responsibilities for 
implementing the Election Law and administering all elections in 
New York State (State) are shared with a two-Commissioner 
board of elections (county board) whose members have been 
recommended by the county’s two major political parties.  (New 
York State has 62 counties; election activities in the 5 counties 
of New York City [City] are under the combined jurisdiction of a 
single New York City Board of Elections [City Board].  Like the 
other county boards, the 10-member City Board is made up of 
two representatives from each of the City’s counties.  For the 
purposes of this report, it constitutes the 58th county board.)   
 
The State Board serves in an oversight/regulatory capacity, 
overseeing the filing of petitions circulated by candidates for 
elective office and resolving challenges to those petitions.  It 
issues an annual report of statistical data pertaining to primary 
and election activity during the calendar year, which includes 
the number of voting machines in use, the number of problems 
that were reported during the year, the length of interruptions in 
the voting process, the number of registered voters by party, the 
salaries of the Commissioners, the number of staff employed by 
the State Board and certifies the official election results. 
 
For all but three counties, the casting of votes throughout the 
State depends primarily on two models of the lever-style 
mechanical voting systems – the Automatic Voting Machine 
(AVM) used in most locations outside the City, and the Shoup 
machine used in the cities of New York and Albany.  When 
using either model, the voter moves a lever to enable the 
machine, then moves another lever to make individual voting 
selections.  These votes are actually registered as cast only 
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when the voter returns the first lever to its original position. 
Neither of these models has been manufactured since 1982.  
Many of the voting devices currently in use in New York are 
more than 50 years old.  For the past 7 years, voters in 3 of the 
State’s counties have used a different device: the Direct 
Recording Electronic (DRE) machine.  When using the DRE 
machine, the voter makes a selection by pressing a bubble-type 
button; the vote is recorded electronically in a tape cartridge that 
is secured in the back of the machine.  The three counties own 
38 DRE machines. 

 
Public interest in the voting process was significantly aroused 
during the November 2000 election when the casting and 
counting of Presidential votes were challenged in Florida.  Since 
the controversial resolution of that crisis several organizations 
have reviewed how votes are cast and counted throughout the 
country.  These organizations include:  the General Accounting 
Office issued five reports on voting issues; the California 
Institute of Technology published a study in conjunction with the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; and the National 
Commission on Election Reform conducted research on the 
election process and issued reports with recommendations for 
change.  The Task Force on Election Modernization, created by 
Governor Pataki, issued an interim report in May 2001.  All of 
these reports address different aspects of election reform.  
Some touch on the reliability of the lever-operated mechanical 
voting machines, but they also point out the machine’s physical 
constraints; e.g., its inability to accommodate an unlimited 
number of candidates, political parties, or propositions; and the 
fact that not all models can be used by a handicapped voter 
without assistance.  However, none of the reports makes a 
definitive statement that technology is the answer to address the 
problems in vote-casting and –counting or that a particular 
technology is better than the others. 
 
The cost of conducting elections in New York State is primarily 
the responsibility of cities, towns, and counties -- expenditures 
for administering the election process totaled about $94.6 
million in fiscal year 2000.   
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology  
 

e audited the State Board’s oversight of voting machine 
maintenance, of training of voting machine technicians, 

and of development of contingency plans for the continuation of 
voting activities in the event of a machine malfunction during the 
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period of January 1, 2000 through November 30, 2001.  The 
objectives of this performance audit were to determine whether 
voting machines are maintained properly and certified as ready 
prior to election days, voting machine technicians were properly 
trained, and effective contingency plans have been established 
to assure voters of adequate service if voting equipment fails.  
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed election laws, 
policies, and procedures; interviewed State Board management 
and county board officials; reviewed machine and accounting 
records; observed the maintenance of voting equipment and the 
election process at several poll sites and help desks. 
 
As noted in Exhibit A, we visited 2 counties in the City (Queens 
and Kings and 11 counties outside the City (Ulster, Suffolk, Erie, 
Lewis, Madison, Orange, Otsego, Rockland, Saratoga, Sullivan, 
and Westchester) where we interviewed local officials, 
management at local Boards of Elections and staff to obtain 
information on various issues such as, the status of training for 
voting machine technicians; the contingency plans for handling 
machine failures on election days; and preventive maintenance 
of voting equipment.  To select the counties for review, we 
calculated the machine breakdown rate per county based on the 
results of a survey circulated to the county boards by the State 
Board in 2001.  Then we chose counties with the highest or 
lowest rates, and included all three models of voting machines.  
We also made an effort to select a sample that covered all 
regions of the State, and the number of registered voters in the 
sampled area totaled more than half of the number in the entire 
State. 
 
As is our practice, we notified State Board officials at the outset 
of the audit that we would be requesting a representation letter 
in which agency management would assure the auditors that 
the evidence provided during the course of the audit would be, 
to the best of the agency’s knowledge, relevant, accurate, and 
competent.  This representation letter is intended to confirm oral 
representations made to the auditors and to reduce the 
likelihood of misunderstandings.  In their representation letter, 
agency officials assert that, to the best of their knowledge, all 
relevant financial and programmatic records and related data 
have been provided to the auditors.  Agency officials further 
affirm that either the agency has complied with all laws, rules, 
and regulations applicable to its operations that would have a 
significant effect on the operating practices being audited; or 
that any exceptions have been disclosed to the auditors. 
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However, State Board officials informed us that they would not 
provide representation letters in connection with our audit.  As a 
result, we lack assurance that all relevant information was 
provided to us during the audit.  We consider this refusal to 
provide a representation letter to be a scope limitation.  
Therefore, readers of this report should consider the potential 
effect of this scope limitation on the findings and conclusions 
presented in this report. 
 
Except as noted in the previous paragraph, we conducted our 
audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and 
perform our audit to adequately assess those operations that 
are included in our audit scope.  Further, these standards 
require that we understand State Board’s internal control 
structure and its compliance with those laws, rules and 
regulations that are relevant to the operations included in our 
audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, the 
evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting 
and operating records and applying such other auditing 
procedures, as we consider necessary in the circumstances.  
An audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments, and 
decisions made by management. We believe that our audit 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and 
recommendations.  
 
We used a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be 
audited.  This approach focuses our audit efforts on operations 
that have been identified through a preliminary survey as having 
the greatest probability for needing improvement.  
Consequently, by design, finite audit resources are used to 
identify where and how improvements can be made.  Thus, little 
audit effort is devoted to reviewing operations that may be 
relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, our audit reports are 
prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore, 
highlights those areas needing improvement and does not 
address activities that may be functioning properly. 
 

Response of State Board Officials to Audit 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to State Board 
officials for their review and comment.  Our findings were 

also presented at a closing conference.  Their comments have 
been considered in preparing this final report, and are included 
as Appendix B. 
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Within 90 days after release of this report, as required by 
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Executive Director of the 
New York State Board of Elections shall report to the Governor, 
the State Comptroller, and the leaders of the Legislature and 
fiscal committees, advising what steps were taken to implement 
the recommendations contained herein, and which 
recommendations were not implemented, the reason therefor. 
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OVERVIEW 
 

y August 2001, less than a year after the controversial 
November 2000 presidential election, members of the 

current sessions of both the United States Congress and the 
New York State Legislature had proposed 113 pieces of voting-
related legislation.  Congress has 83 pieces of legislation and 
the New York State Legislature has 30.  These proposals 
covered topics such as elimination of the electoral college, 
establishment of an election commission, establishment of 
national voting standards, extension of the voting period from 
one day to three, and the transfer of voting machine ownership 
from towns and cities to counties.  If passed, the last proposal 
would be especially important to elections operations in New 
York State because, at present, neither the State Board nor the 
county boards require local election officials to either maintain 
their voting machines or train the technicians employed to 
handle such maintenance.  The result is a lack of uniformity, 
even within the same county, in the maintenance and testing of 
voting machines.  
 
Even though the State Board and most of the county boards do 
not own the equipment used by the voters, we concluded both 
may have more authority than they have exercised and thus 
may be able to bring about a higher level of uniformity in the 
State’s election process.  For example, Section 3-102 of the 
Election Law specifically authorizes the State Board to take 
responsibility for the promulgation of rules, regulations, policies, 
and procedures for the efficient operations of the election 
process, including the development of plans for voting machine 
maintenance, technician training, and contingency plans as 
follows:  
 
“In addition to the enforcement powers and any other powers 
and duties specified by law, the state board of elections shall 
have the powers and duty to…issue instructions and promulgate 
rules and regulations relating to the administrations of the 
election process, election campaign practices and\campaign 
financing practices consistent with the provisions of law; …” 
 
Examining the responses of local election officials to a 
questionnaire distributed by the State Board in 2001, we found 
inconsistencies throughout the State regarding the assumption 
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of responsibility for maintaining voting machines, training 
technicians, and preparing contingency plans.  The State Board 
clearly should make an effort to help the localities achieve more-
uniform standards in their election operations.  However, it 
would be more practical and efficient to work with the 58 county 
boards, which already have relationships with their local 
communities, than to deal individually with the hundreds of 
towns and cities that currently own the voting machines.  In 
addition, the State Board needs to exercise more authority than 
it has exercised to date, and provide the county boards with 
leadership.  For example, by involving town and city officials as 
well as the county boards, it could establish more-uniform 
standards.  It could then develop tools for a monitoring program 
built on performance objectives and successful models.    
 

Recommendation 
 
1. Provide county boards of elections with more-uniform 

standards and identify successful models that they might 
follow, and prepare a plan for monitoring the results.  
Involve town and city officials as well as the county 
boards in developing the standards and identifying the 
models. 

 
 (In responding to the draft report, the State Board notes 

that county boards have heeded its suggestions and 
improved vendor-conducted training.  However, this 
section of the report and the recommendation addresses 
more than training.) 
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PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE OF VOTING 
MACHINES 

 
ew York State comprises 15,571 election districts, where 
voting is conducted at 6,906 polling sites on more than 

19,500 machines installed to accommodate the State’s 11 
million registered voters.  Through their representatives on the 
county boards, the two major political parties appoint 67,000 
election day workers – including election inspectors, poll clerks, 
technicians, and election coordinators – and are responsible for 
seeing that these workers receive the training they need to 
perform their duties.  Only New York City and the counties of 
Suffolk, Nassau, and Monroe own their own voting machines; 
i.e., in all of the State’s other counties, towns and cities are 
responsible for obtaining and maintaining the voting machines 
used by voters in their election districts.   
 
At present, the owners of the voting machines decide the quality 
of maintenance that will be performed on their equipment.  
However, except for Suffolk County and the cities of Buffalo 
(Erie County) and New York, none of the sites we visited had 
written preventive maintenance plans.  In the absence of a plan 
management has not provided individual(s) responsible for 
maintaining voting machines with the information as to the work 
that needs to be done. 
 
According to stickers on some of the Automatic Voting 
Machines, the maintenance vendor recommends that preventive 
maintenance be performed every five years.  We were unable to 
determine whether this recommendation had been followed 
because the eight Orange County municipalities we visited, (the 
towns of Blooming Grove, Monroe, Goshen, Newburgh, 
Montgomery, and Wallkill, and the cities of Middletown and 
Newburgh), did not keep repair records for their voting 
machines.  Such records would allow technicians to track 
problems with individual machines and spot trends so that 
recurring problems could be anticipated, identified, and 
corrected.  (In response to our draft report, Orange County 
officials stated that they are in the process of implementing a 
preventive maintenance program.  They will also request that 
each town and city in Orange County maintain vendor repair 
records with the town/city clerk for every voting machine, and 
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forward a copy to the county Board to assist in the Preventative 
Maintenance Program.) 
 
In Ulster County, town and city officials told us their technicians 
examine the voting machines only during the set-up period that 
precedes a scheduled election.  If a problem arises that is 
beyond the capability of the technician to resolve, they said, the 
technician contacts the town or city official responsible for 
calling in an outside maintenance vendor.  
 
To verify that the outside vendor is making repairs correctly or 
completing preventive maintenance properly, the technician 
and/or another town or city official should be present when the 
work is done.    For instance, neither an official nor a technician 
was present when work was performed in seven of the towns 
and cities we visited in Saratoga County.  Some technicians 
were not present because they had full-time jobs that did not 
always allow them to observe the repair work.  Regardless of 
whether the work was observed, the city and town clerks and 
their staff accepted invoices from the maintenance vendors and 
assumed the machines had been repaired properly.  But if an 
official observer was not present when the voting machine was 
serviced, and did not actually see the machine in operation after 
the servicing, there is a risk that the proper work was not 
performed. 
 
In addition, Suffolk, Queens, and Kings counties control the 
preventive maintenance of their voting machines, training full-
time staff to perform repairs and preventive maintenance during 
the year.  Suffolk uses the AVM machines, while both of the City 
counties use the Shoup machine and contract for 
supplementary maintenance service from International Election 
Services (IES).  
 

Recommendations 
 
2. Establish a written preventive maintenance program for 

voting machines that requires election officials to keep 
maintenance records on the equipment. Monitor the 
maintenance program.  

 
3. Remind county boards of elections to verify that 

preventive maintenance and/or repairs to voting 
machines by outside vendors are performed properly. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
 (The State Board responded to the recommendations by 

saying how difficult it is to mandate a maintenance 
program without providing necessary funding.  Officials 
believe the resolution to this problem is to fix equipment 
ownership with the county boards.  There is pending 
legislation that addresses the ownership issue. 

 
           Auditors’ Comment:  Until such legislation is passed, the 

State Board can establish a written preventive 
maintenance program and remind the county boards to 
verify that maintenance work is done.) 



 

 
 
12 



 

 
13 

TECHNICIAN CERTIFICATION 
 

f the 3 types of voting machines used in New York State, 
about 7,000 Shoup machines are used in the cities of New 

York and Albany; about 12,900 AVMs are used throughout the 
rest of the State; and 3 counties use 38 DREs.  Although the 
Shoup and AVM machines have not been manufactured since 
1982, two firms specialize in repairing and rebuilding the 
equipment, some of which is more than 50 years old.  The DRE 
manufacturer is still in business.  
 
When we visited 13 counties including the City of Buffalo, we 
found that full-time technicians maintain the voting machines 
owned by 3 of the counties and Buffalo. The other ten counties 
employ part-time technicians who work only during the set-up 
period that precedes a scheduled election and occasionally after 
the election.  
 
The county boards are responsible for providing a training 
course that covers the set-up process and minor repairs of 
voting machines.  According to Section 3-302 of the New York 
State Election Law: 
 
“The board of elections shall as often as necessary provide a 
course of training and education on the preparation, use and 
repair of the voting machine.  Attendance at such course shall 
be required of all voting machine technicians who have not 
previously completed such a course satisfactorily.” 
 
Training records for machine technicians are not maintained in a 
uniform manner by town and city managers or county board 
officials.  Attendance sheets, class results, and copies of 
training certificates are not kept on file for all of the voting 
machine technicians.  In some counties, such as Westchester, a 
mailing list of technicians is maintained, but the list does not 
indicate whether the nominees who were invited for training 
actually attended the class.  Without attendance records, there 
was no documentation to support that their technicians were 
trained, as required. 
 
The City Board employs full-time trained Voting Machine 
Technicians, who are required to complete a four-day basic 
course and then pass a hands-on test.  After completing two 
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years of service, they qualify to attend a three-day senior 
course, during which they must pass a written certification 
examination.  Successful completion of the senior course allows 
the employee to be upgraded to a Senior Voting Machine 
Technician. 
 
The City Board contracts with IES to provide this training.  When 
we reviewed IES’ attendance lists for the basic and senior 
classes the company had provided since February 1998, we 
found that City Board officials allowed 10 of its 52 trainees to 
take the senior certification test without the pre-requisite work 
experience.  If the ten passed the examination, they were able 
to advance to a higher salary grade even though they did not 
meet the practical requirement. 
 
Suffolk County utilizes full-time trained technicians, owns AVMs, 
and has its own countywide training facilities.  Suffolk, Kings, 
and Queens counties all provided us with written training 
documents that had been presented either by IES or the Suffolk 
County board’s training program.  
 
In Otsego County, technicians employed by the county handle 
the set-up of voting machines, with some assistance from town 
technicians.  Some of these individuals have not received formal 
classroom training in the operation and maintenance of voting 
machines; they gained their knowledge through hands-on 
experience in the presence of their predecessors.  Neither 
Otsego nor the counties of Rockland and Ulster could produce 
sign-in sheets to document the attendance in courses that 
provide training in skills.  If they complete training, technicians 
should provide their election managers with copies of their 
training certificates. 
 
Despite the requirements of the Election Law, three technicians 
from the Otsego County towns of Milford, Hartwick, and Morris 
have not received certified training from the county board.  The 
two Otsego County technicians said that eight of nine problems 
that occurred during the November 2000 election could have 
been corrected if town technicians and poll workers had 
received better instruction in dealing with the mechanics of the 
voting machines.  They said that operational problems could 
also have been reduced with proper training.  
 
We noted that technicians are sent for refresher training only 
when local officials think it is necessary.  To make this decision, 
the official discusses the technician’s availability for the training 
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as well as his or her opinion about whether the training is 
appropriate and necessary.  Sound business practice would 
indicate that a technician should receive refresher training 
based on the needs of the election boards, not the self-
perception of the technician. 
 

Recommendations 
 
4. Require the New York City Board of Elections to enforce 

its own policies regarding the promotion of Voting 
Machine Technicians.  

 
5. Require technicians to provide the elections managers of 

their counties or municipalities with copies of their 
training certificates.  

 
6. Establish a skill level that voting machine technicians 

must attain.  Urge counties and municipalities to 
supplement the technician's on-the-job training with 
formal training and periodic refresher training. 
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CONTINGENCY PLANS 
 

t is imperative that voting machines be operable on election 
days, and that those who manage elections at every level 

exercise prudent planning and establish contingency plans that 
will be implemented to make sure that for the continuation of 
voting activities in the event of a machine malfunction.  
Throughout the State, there are inconsistencies in the 
contingency plan that will be implemented to make sure that the 
voting process will not be interrupted.  The State Board issued 
an inspector handbook that provides some general guidance.  In 
addition, some of the City Board and local municipalities claim 
to have plans that rely solely on this guidance.  Without a written 
plan that incorporates the uniqueness of the locality, operator 
problems and miscommunication between county boards and 
polling sites could result. 
 
The State Board Election Inspector Handbook (Handbook) 
urges poll workers to “Make sure you follow any specific 
procedures provided by your County Board, when dealing with a 
machine breakdown.”  The Handbook points out that 
“Emergency ballots are used when the voting machine breaks 
down” and that “Emergency ballots MUST be used if the 
machine breakdown lasts more than one hour.” 
 
We found that the contingency plans for handling voting 
machine failure are generally the same throughout the State; 
i.e., the county boards instruct poll workers to notify their offices 
before using an emergency ballot because of a machine 
problem.  The workers are also instructed to call a hotline 
telephone number that connects them to either a voting 
machine technician or a help desk, which is supposed to 
dispatch a technician to repair the machine.   
 
However, these plans do not provide the poll workers or local 
officials with definitions of a machine breakdown, a failure of 
cross-endorsement straps, or a problem with inspector 
operations.  Therefore, it is difficult to determine whether 
problems that arise on election days should be attributed to the 
voting machine or some other aspect of the election process.  At 
each of the sites we visited, if a voting machine malfunctioned, 
paper emergency ballots were used to continue the voting 
process until the technician arrived. 
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Of the 13 counties where we reviewed voting operations, 
Saratoga County was the only one that had produced a written 
contingency plan for its elections. This plan is distributed to all 
county and municipal technicians, as well as poll workers.  At 
the other sites we visited, technicians follow the Handbook or 
give verbal instructions to poll workers during training.  
 
Suffolk County, maintains an extensive training and repair 
facility, but did not have a written contingency plan.  However, 
our conversations with Suffolk County board officials revealed 
that they do extensive planning to provide support throughout 
the county.  They explained that they load replacement AVMs 
onto trucks before the election, then park them in strategic 
locations so that the machines can be transported promptly to 
the polling site that has reported a problem. 
 
In Westchester County, we were able to obtain copies of the 
call-in logs for the City of Yonkers, the Town of Greenburgh, 
and the county board.  Westchester County poll workers are 
required to call the county board if they have voting difficulties, 
especially if emergency ballots are to be used, and each call is 
to be logged.  However, entries in the logs did not correlate with 
each other and it was not possible to determine whether the 
differences were due to poll site workers not calling in or the 
person receiving the call was not recording each one that was 
received, creating a record that could be used for future 
reference.  As a result, the county board was not fully aware of 
voting difficulties.  It appeared that poll workers were calling 
their local municipalities instead to obtain replacement 
machines.  
 

Recommendations 
 
7. Promote the need for county boards to publish and 

distribute copies of their contingency plans throughout 
their jurisdiction so that each person with relevant 
responsibilities will know exactly what procedures to 
follow. 

 
8. Encourage municipalities to contact their county boards 

of elections regarding all voting machine problems.  Point 
out to county boards the importance of logging in each 
such contact, and categorizing the reported problems, to 
create a record that can be used to spot trends or 
recurring problems. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
 (In responding to this report, State Board officials 

essentially agreed with our recommendations.  They 
pointed out the need to keep the election going so votes 
are not lost and voters not disenfranchised.  
Documentation of problems is secondary. 

 
 Auditors’ Comment:  We agree that continuing the 

election is important and should be the poll inspector’s 
focus; however, it is essential that workers’ document 
problems as they occur and review those problems once 
the crisis is over.  This process will provide local and 
State officials with information that will help them 
determine the cause of problems and to develop a 
corrective action plan.) 

 





 

Exhibit A 

 
REPORTS OF MECHANICAL BREAKDOWNS ON 

NOVEMBER 2000, ELECTION DAY 
 

 
 
County 

 
Sites 

Visited 

Number of 
Machines/Records 

Reviewed 

Number of Reported 
Mechanical Breakdowns on 
November 2000 Election Day 

Ulster   6   91    1 
Queens   1   49   84* 
Kings   1   50  169* 
Suffolk   1   50   67 
Erie   3 615     6 
Lewis 17   30     1 
Madison   3   30     3 
Orange   8 162   16 
Otsego   7   53    9 
Rockland   2 200    2 
Saratoga   7 126    2 
Sullivan   4   48    4 
Westchester   3 466 N/R# 

 
(In response to the draft report, information for each of the 5 counties was provided 
and the chart was revised.) 

 
# Westchester County responded to the survey with N/A for number of reported 
mechanical breakdowns and did not keep copies of any phone logs. Therefore we 
could not determine how many, if any, mechanical breakdowns occurred in this 
county. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* 
Note 

6 

*See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix C. 
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State Comptroller’s Notes 

Appendix C 

 
1. We held one opening conference for two Board of Election audits – the National 

Voter Registration Act Registration Process, and the Maintenance and Repair of 
the Voting Equipment.  We did so to attain efficiency for Board officials and 
ourselves whereby we could avoid having two meetings with the same 
individuals at which we would discuss similar topics.  We fully discussed this 
audit at that meeting during which we outlined our audit scope and objectives 
and obtained pertinent information.  This audit was not mentioned “in a passing 
manner” or “as an afterthought.” 

 
2. We requested a representation letter whereby State Board officials would have 

attested to the availability of their records, their system of internal controls, 
known irregularities, and compliance with certain laws, rules, and regulations.  
State Board officials could have responded to the extent of their responsibility or 
modified the letter, as other agencies have done. 

 
3. Although the poll sites were open for a short period on September 11, 2001, it 

was apparent that the poll workers would have used emergency ballots in the 
event of a machine malfunction.  This process is stated on page 17 of the report.  
In addition, our conclusions were not based solely on Primary Day observations; 
we requested the written plan at each of the 13 counties visited and just one 
county had a written contingency plan.  Therefore, our recommendations have 
merit and should be implemented in an effort to improve the election process.  

 
4. State Board officials declined to comment on recommendation #4.  In regard to 

the fifth recommendation, State Board officials agreed to remind boards to obtain 
training certificates for vendor-provided training.  For in-house training, they will 
ask that attendance sheets be maintained.  They agreed with recommendation 
#6 but stated that, without funding, it cannot be implemented.  We don’t think 
establishing a skill level for technicians requires a great deal of funding, and 
neither does urging counties and municipalities to supplement training already in 
place. 

 
The New York City Board of Elections claimed that all staff who took the Senior 
Technician upgrade met the criteria.  We maintain our position that ten of them 
had not spent a minimum of two years as a Voting Machine Technician. 
 

5. Rockland County officials replied that they were not asked to provide certificates 
for the custodians.  While we did not request the Commissioners of Elections to 
provide the certificates, we did request the certificates of some of the town 
officials within Rockland County who did not have the certificates for all of the 
custodians.  A reconciliation of the information on file at the County and Town 
levels may disclose the differences and the reasons they occurred. 
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6. The report has been revised to reflect information in the agency’s response. 
 
7. The report is not incorrect.  Although Orange County had its attendance records, 

some of the other counties did not have theirs.  
 
8. The information in Exhibit A for Suffolk County represents the number of 

machines for which we reviewed the log of problems called in during the General 
Election in 2000 and the resolutions to those problems.  The table indicates 
these are the records we reviewed and does not mention inspections that were 
done.  The source for the number of breakdowns (67) in Suffolk County is from 
the State Board's statistical breakdown for the 62 counties. This schedule is part 
of the State Board's response, specifically page B-17. 




