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Danny Creighton


From: Sue Bedford <Sue.Bedford@scarborough.gov.uk>
Sent: 20 June 2008 14:20
To: Lindsey Taber
Cc: Alan Layton
Subject: Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers ingreat Britain.


Dear Lindsey 
Further to EC Circular 13/2008 on Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain.  
 
I passed a copy of this document to our Policy and Performance Section who have raised concerns on the number of 
standards the Electoral Commission intend to use and they wonder if the Commission sought advice from 
performance monitoring officers before they agreed the standards. 
They seem to think that it may prove difficulty for some of the standards to be assessed and they feel that some of 
the definitions need to be clearer.  We are also of the opinion that some  of the standards could be merged, i.e. 
standard  7 and 9, as you cannot achieve one without the other being in place. 
 
I am advised that all performance indicators the Council use have to meet comply with the Council's data quality 
strategy and it is felt that the ones suggested by the commission will not meet that strategy.  The Data Quality 
Strategy meets the Audit Commission's requirements and the process for all our indicators, both national and local, 
can be subject to annual audit by the Audit Commission. 
 
I have my own concerns in that larger unitary councils would have access to more records and than two tier 
authorities and in some cases it would be difficult for smaller authorities to perform above the standard. 
 
Whatever the outcome of the consultation the Council will do its best to collate the information required. 
 
I trust the above information is of assistance to you. 
 
 
Sue Bedford, Elections Officer, Legal and Support Services Scarborough Borough Council, Town Hall, Scarborough 
Tel. 01723 232309.  Fax. 0870 238 4159. 
 e: sue.bedford@scarborough.gov.uk 
w: www.scarborough.gov.uk 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
 
DISCLAIMER 
 
This email (and any files transmitted with it) may contain confidential or privileged information and is intended for 
the addressee only. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken 
is prohibited and may be unlawful ‐ you should therefore return the email to the sender and delete it from your 
system. 
 
Any opinions expressed are those of the author of the email, and do not necessarily reflect those of Scarborough 
Borough Council. 
 
This email has been checked for the presence of computer viruses, but please rely on your own virus‐checking 
procedures. 
 
 
 








Yorks & Humber Post Election Seminar – Royal York Hotel  
 
Performance Standards     Monday 12 May 2008 
 
The group was fairly taciturn, and few spoke out in the plenary bits. Due to 
this the points stated below should not be treated as reflecting the views of all 
attendees – rather they are an indication of some of the viewpoints. In 
addition, many of the attendees admitted that they had not yet read the 
consultation paper – this again should cause us to approach the below 
comments with caution as they were not spoken in full possession of the 
facts. 
 
Is a balance between qualitative standards and quantitative measures 
the right way to consider performance?  
 
 Yes – the table I was on felt this covered both angles. However, there was 
some muted concern over the possibility of some authorities ‘spinning’ the 
data. One vocal member of the group stated that there were ‘too many’ and 
would take too long to do. 
 
 A need to contextualise any data to consider staffing, resources and type 
of area – urban or rural for example. 
 
How can we best deliver verification and further targeted support? 
 
 Use of family groups (such as CIPFA) necessary but need to be careful 
that the groups used are appropriate to electoral services.  
 
 One attendee was very keen on strict external verification as she felt that 
without it, some authorities would regularly ‘spin’ their assessments. She also 
stated that they may be pressures  
 
 Internal auditing within the local authority. 
 
 If the Commission were to do all verification and auditing, this would 
ensure more consistency. 
 
Is annual reporting too frequent, not frequent enough?  
 
Nearly all felt that once a year would be sufficient. One pointed out that not a 
good idea to allow ‘good performers’ to report every two years. This was 
because you would build it into your work plans if you knew you had to do it 
every year, and so changing the timing of the returns would complicate 
matters. Also, allowing good performers to do it bi-annually means that the 
other EROs would miss out on the chance of looking at their returns and 
learning best practice from them. 
 
Provision of relevant comparators, using local authority families, 
nearest neighbour models 
 







This was answered alongside targeted support. 
 
 
Do the standards cover the right areas – those most important for 
effective delivery? 
 
There was general consensus that the 12 areas were the right ones. 
 
Are any key performance areas missing? 
 
No 
 
Are the standards pitched at an appropriate level? Are they too soft or 
too demanding? 
 
Generally ok, but recurring concern of the different capacities of different 
authorities came up again. 
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Response from Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council 
 


Standard 
Reference 


no. 


Comment 


1. Query with regard to how appropriate the inclusion of land charges in the list of 
information sources would be and how this would add anything to the 
information that council tax can provide. 
 


2. No comments 
 


3. Personal visits during rolling registration are considered to be generally 
unrealistic as there is no legal obligation for householders to complete the form.  
Also, It is thought that this would not be cost effective against the additional 
registrations likely to be achieved 
 


4. No comments. 
5. Retention of forms particularly during annual canvass is an issue from a storage 


point of view.  Clarification is required on the Risk Assessment Plan – are these 
items required to be included on the departmental risk register with mitigating 
action detailed?  In relation to (5) there will be a resource issue here and some 
authorities may not have easy access to some of the services due to 
outsourcing etc. 
 


6. Please qualify timely, as our opinion of timely may not be another persons 
opinion 


7. Should this be down to local level?  Should there not be a national strategy that 
ERO/RO’s can feed into?  If not then it would useful for the Electoral 
Commission to provide a template to create some consistency.  There will also 
be a resource issue linked to this work.  How do you evaluate some of the work 
done to encourage participation?  We are concerned that the appropriate skills 
do not necessarily sit within electoral services sections. 
 


8. This appears to be a duplication of the previous standard (7).  Concern 
regarding the limit/appropriateness of external partners.  What other partners 
are EC suggesting?  Having to record all meetings creates additional work.  
Resource issues.  Is it necessary for this to be a separate PI? 
 


9. This also appears to be duplication of Standard 7.  Need clarification of the type 
of information expected.  Isn’t this a duplication of work currently carried out by 
EC through “do politics”?  To get a consistent approach this would be better 
done nationally and in our opinion this would be more effective. 


10. This again appears to be a duplication of standard 7. Is it necessary for this to 
be a separate PI? 
 


11. No comments 
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12. This would be difficult to work to with regard to the recruitment of temporary staff 


for the annual canvass and elections as it is already difficult to recruit staff in 
these areas. Enforcing further requirements would further exacerbate the 
situation. 


 
 
General comment: 
The proposed standards require much of the work currently undertaken to be documented, 
which it may not be at the moment. It may be useful if a standard template was provided to 
enable information to be documented in a consistent format across all authorities.  
 

















1


Danny Creighton


From: Blair, Gordon <Gordon.Blair@westlothian.gov.uk>
Sent: 16 June 2008 18:01
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Performance Standards for ERO's
Attachments: SOLAR Response to EC on Performance Standards for ERO's 16.06.08.doc


Lindsey,  
               Here's the response from SOLAR to the Commission's consultation paper on performance standards for 
registration officers.  


<<SOLAR Response to EC on Performance Standards for ERO's 16.06.08.doc>>  


Regards,  
Gordon.  
Gordon Blair  
Chief Legal Officer  
Tel. 01506 777208  
Fax  01506 777102  
e-mail gordon.blair@westlothian.gov.uk  


 
 
 
West Lothian is the UK Council of the Year 2006 
________________________________________________________________________ 
This message, together with any attachments, is sent subject to the 
following statements: 
 
1. It is sent in confidence for the addressee only. It may 
contain legally privileged information. The contents are  
not to be disclosed to anyone other than the addressee.  
Unauthorised recipients are requested to preserve this  
confidentiality and to advise the sender immediately. 
2. It does not constitute a representation which is legally  
binding on the Council or which is capable of constituting  
a contract and may not be founded upon in any proceedings  
following hereon unless specifically indicated otherwise. 
 
http://www.westlothian.gov.uk 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan 
service on behalf of West Lothian Council. 
For more information on a proactive anti-virus service working 
around the clock, around the globe, visit http://www.messagelabs.com 
________________________________________________________________________ 








Response to the Electoral Commission consultation on: 
Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers 
 
 
Deadline for response:  Friday 20th June 2008  
 
Date of this response: 
 
Sent to:   ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk  
 
Response from:  Paul Fowler 


Principal Administrator 
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council 
Gibson Building  
Gibson Drive  
Kings Hill 
West Malling 
Kent 
ME19 4LZ 


 
Response  
on behalf of:   Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council  
    
 
 
Electoral Commission consultation questions: 
 


1 Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance 
issues for EROs? 


 
Yes, however there is no differentiation (weighting / importance 
attached) between key prescribed tasks such as registration and 
those where effort is at the discretion of the ERO depending upon 
available funds such as advertising and publicity.  
 
2 Is each performance standard appropriately defined, taking into 


account the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
 


Each Performance Indicator is clear and simple to understand 
however there is room for local interpretation as each indicator just 
requires the ERO to provide a qualitative level of performance not a 
definitive measure in each case. In this regard I feel that these 
standards provide a good aspirational path along which the ERO can 
aim to improve service but there is little or no measurement of 
efficiency, with ever decreasing budgets I feel that this is an 
important aspect. However, it is possible that this element could be 
covered by a set of financial performance indicators. 


 
 
 







 
 


3 Does the “evidence to support assessment” section of each 
standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 
whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


 
Although evidence to support assessment is clearly specified it does 
apply a one size fits all approach. For example should a small rural 
authority have the same systems in place as a large metropolitan 
authority in the case of PI10 – Accessibility of Information?  
 
If Yes, how would the funding of these approaches be proportionate 
to need and who might assist the ERO financially in supporting such 
systems?  


 
 
Electoral Commission seeking the views of: 
 
ERO’s – Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance 
that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility of EROs in the 
conduct of their statutory duties? 
 
Overall the package of PIs are satisfactory however there needs to be a 
degree of latitude considered when assessing an EROs performance. 
The budget and staffing (and level of experience), reflected in part PI12, 
available to an ERO will have a great effect on the level of service 
delivered. With this in mind perhaps the standards should reflect 
number of staff in post, as well as experience (and ongoing training) and 
the size of authority / budget available, electorate and properties. 
 
Overall it should be remembered that it is the discretion and 
responsibility of electors to register to vote, whilst we may provide and 
promote mechanisms to electors ultimately the outcome is outside of 
our control. 
 
  
EAs – how straightforward is it to collect and measure performance 
information in relation to the standards proposed in this consultation paper? 
 
Providing evidence as a checklist from these “Best Practice” style 
Performance Indicators should present few problems to the ERO to 
document their performance. However, there should be available to the 
ERO an opportunity to present / feedback to the Commission 
concerning “Barriers” to performance in order that national 
consideration to solutions can be undertaken. 
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Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers in 
Great Britain 


Consultation Document 
 


A response from Wigan Council to the Electoral Commission’s consultation 
document on Performance Standards. 
 
The draft performance standards as outlined in chapter 5 of the consultation 
document do appear to be reasonable and in the main achievable, it should lead to a 
more consistent method of working between differing local authorities. 
 
It isn’t clear from the consultation document how evidence to support the 
assessment will be monitored (after submission of the self assessment form).   Will 
this be done by personal inspection visits from Electoral Commission representatives 
or will documentary evidence be expected to be relayed either electronically or in 
hard copy? 
 
I include some comments in relation to specific standards. 
 
Performance Standard 1: Using information to verify records. 
 
The measure for this standard is a little vague, it would be impossible to verify every 
single record so perhaps a percentage target should be added; or is only the records 
that give cause for concern that the standard is targeting?  The introduction of 
Individual Registration would be the most effective way of ensuring a more complete 
and accurate register. 
 
Performance Standard 2: Property database. 
 
Achievable, no further comment. 
 
Performance Standard 3: House to house enquiries. 
 
House to house enquiries throughout the year is not something that many authorities 
could achieve easily; recruiting canvassers is becoming increasingly harder each 
year just to cover the annual canvass period.  In part the issue of rolling registration 
forms by other council departments such as council tax and housing could be 
considered to be providing that function without physically visiting the property. 
 
Performance Standard 4: Accurate absent vote records and lists. 
 
I do not believe that the example given in this standard, (in order to achieve ‘above 
the performance standard’), is workable.  Many absent vote applicants will not have 
provided signatures and dates of birth to other council departments making a sample 
check difficult to achieve. 
 
 
 







\\ECS_DATA1\xdrive\Governance\Legal work\FOI 
and DPA compliance\FOI Requests 2012\FOI 3 
12\FOI 3 12 - ERO reponses\Local 
Authorities\NoE\Wigan-2008-06-20.doc 


Page 2 of 3 
 


 


Performance Standard 5: Approach to maintaining the integrity of registration 
and absent vote applications. 
 
Achievable, no further comment. 
 
 
Performance Standard 6: Supply and security of the register and absent vote 
lists. 
 
Achievable, no further comment. 
 
 
Performance Standard 7: Public awareness strategy. 
 
Achievable, no further comment. 
 
  
Performance Standard 8: Working with partners. 
 
The commission should take into account that although steps may have been taken 
by the ERO to introduce joint working methods those departments/organisations 
contacted have not agreed to participate.  If the ERO can produce evidence of 
suggested practices the Commission should include this option in the definition to 
support evidence. 
 
  
Performance Standard 9:  Communication of information. 
 
Perhaps another measure to achieve ‘above standard’ would be to target a sample 
cross section of stakeholders with a customer service questionnaire that would 
identify what type of information meets the needs of our audience.  
 
  
Performance Standard 10:  Accessibility of information. 
 
Achievable, no further comment. 
 
 
Performance Standard 11: Planning for rolling registration and the annual 
canvass. 
 
Achievable, no further comment.  
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Performance Standard 12 – Recruitment and training. 
 
The standard is a little vague, it refers to ‘sufficient training’ and ‘recruitment plan’, 
what is considered sufficient will differ with each local authority.  The Commission 
will need to be more specific as to the exact requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anne Loftus, Senior Elections Assistant, Wigan Council. 
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THE ASSOCIATION OF ELECTORAL 
 


ADMINISTRATORS 
 


 
Formal response to Electoral Commission consultation paper 


on performance standards for Electoral Registration Officers in 
Great Britain 


 
1 Introduction 
 
1.1 This is a formal response from the Association of Electoral Administrators (AEA) 
to the Electoral Commission’s consultation paper published in March 2008. 
 
1.2 The AEA recognises and accepts the need for performance standards and that 
confidence in the process will only increase when a consistent, robust and 
professional approach reinforced by appropriate measures to deal with poor 
performance is applied. The AEA remains concerned, however, about how the 
standards will work in practice, the amount of resources which will be necessary to 
comply with the evidence requirements and the possible misuse of the outcomes if a 
league table approach is adopted. If the results are used in a positive manner and 
deliver a meaningful attempt to improve standards and consistency, they will have 
served their purpose. To that end, the EC and the Government must recognise that 
they both have a major responsibility to ensure that electoral services are provided 
with the necessary resources to deliver and that a continuing failure to ensure that 
outcome will result in the electors of this country not receiving the level of service 
and quality which they deserve.  
 
1.3 The standards proposed set out basic, acceptable levels of performance that 
should be achievable by all EROs, and indicate areas that may lead to 
improvements.  We are concerned about the number of standards and deal with this 
issue in paragraph 1.5 below. We are pleased to note that the standards are not too 
prescriptive which, together with the self-assessment approach, allows each ERO to 
gauge their own performance in a simple and realistic way.  
 
1.4 However, there is a real concern about the evidence requirements to support the 
self assessment process and the possible effect of undertaking this task. This is a 
significant and important area and it will be essential that further clarity and 
guidance on this matter if provided by the EC to ensure that this does not become 
an industry in its own right. This point is well made in the response of the Southern 
Branch of the AEA to this consultation paper and we would certainly endorse the 
comments in that response.1 As part of the guidance to be issued by the EC, we 
would strongly urge that, in any case where documentary evidence is required, 
templates or pro formas are provided by the EC. This will greatly assist clarity, aid 
                                                           
1 See answer to Question 1 in the response of the Southern Branch. 
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those electoral administrators who choose to use them and prevent reinvention of 
the wheel several hundred times over. 
 
1.5 The AEA continues to have concerns about the number of standards proposed. It 
needs to be remembered that these standards are only part of the overall service 
issue and that further standards will be adopted for elections administration. This is 
against the context of Government agreeing with the local government community 
through the Lifting the Burdens task force to significantly reduce the number of 
performance indicators required of local government. These additional burdens being 
placed on EROs should be kept to the absolute minimum and, certainly, scarce and 
valuable resources within electoral services should not and must not be diverted 
from front line delivery of services to simply ensure the collection of data which, of 
itself, leads to no meaningful improvement in the service offered to the public. 
 
1.6 A final point which seems to have been ignored in the preparation of the 
consultation paper relates to the differing types of authorities that appoint EROs. 
This is an important point for a number of different reasons. For example: 
 


 in a small shire district, there may not be the necessary expertise and 
resource within electoral services to undertake the tasks required to record 
evidence or provide documentation relating to the performance standards. 


 records available within a unitary authority are not available within a two tier 
district, e.g. education and social services 


 authorities will have different types of corporate strategies/policies relating to 
matters such as record keeping, relationships between departments and other 
stakeholders, consultation, access to information etc. The application of such 
matters could well have an effect on the ability of the ERO in terms of 
achievement against individual performance standards.   


 
2 Answers to specific questions 
 
Q1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for 
EROs? 
 
Yes, these cover the main areas.  
 
Q2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into 
account the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
 
Generally, yes although some specific points are raised below. 
 
Q3. Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard 
outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has 
met the performance standard? 
 
Yes. The whole system is based on self-assessment and should not be too 
burdensome. However, as mentioned above, the AEA has considerable concerns 
about the evidence issue and the burden that an over bureaucratic approach to this 
will place on electoral administrators at the possible expense of the quality and 
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effectiveness of front line service delivery. It is critical that this situation is not 
permitted to arise. 
 
• EROs – do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance 
that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility of EROs in the 
conduct of their statutory duties? 
 
Yes, so far as we can see and are able to comment from an ERO’s perspective. 
 
• Electoral administrators – how straightforward is it to collect and measure 
performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper? 
 
Concerns about this issue are set out above. We would simply reiterate the point 
made above in response to question 3. 
 
3 Comments on individual standards 
 
Performance standard 1 
 
This appears to be a reasonable standard which all EROs should be able to comply 
with particularly given their existing legal powers. However, it is not clear how land 
charges information could assist in this process and this needs to be clarified. 
 
Performance standard 2 
 
This appears to be a reasonable standard which all EROs should be able to comply 
with. However, the social services example quoted in the standard should be treated 
with caution for the reasons set out above about differing types of authorities. 
 
Performance standard 3 
 
This is an acceptable standard but we have grave doubts about the likelihood of all 
EROS being able to achieve an above performance standard.  This is largely because 
of the differences between urban and rural areas and the significant cost and 
resource implications of carrying out a comprehensive house to house in sparsely 
populated areas.  
 
Performance standard 4 
 
This is an acceptable standard but we have grave doubts about the likelihood of all 
EROS being able to achieve an above performance standard.  This is largely because 
of the differences between unitary and two tier authorities where the latter would 
not have the same access to records in terms of cross checking (e.g. education and 
social services records). It would be helpful to give an expected percentage range 
for an appropriate sample size and the actual sample size needs to be included in 
the evidence. 
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Performance standard 5 
 
This is an acceptable standard but we have grave doubts about the likelihood of all 
EROS being able to achieve an above performance standard.  This is because of the 
differences between urban and rural areas (the former are likely to have more 
access to the types of groups set out in the standard) and the virtual impossibility of 
carrying out all such suggested checks at the time of an election because of timing 
and resource issues. The matter would also be assisted by desirable changes to the 
law relating to such matters as waivers from the need to provide personal 
identifiers. 
 
Performance standard 6 
 
This appears to be a reasonable standard which all EROs should be able to comply 
with. The standard needs to be clarified to make it clear that reference to the 
register includes all notices of alteration (monthly and at election times). 
 
Performance standard 7 
 
This standard is not particularly clear and appears to take no account of cost or 
historical factors. To achieve this, it would be necessary to significantly increase the 
staff and financial resources normally reserved for such activities. What evidence is 
there to suggest that the latter are to be made available and what indication is there 
from Government that it intends to provide the necessary resources to underwrite 
the cost of achieving an above standard result? What account has been taken of the 
relationship between expenditure and outcomes and how will this factor be 
measured in terms of assessing this standard? 
 
Performance standard 8 
 
This standard is vague. It would be helpful to give examples of partners and of the 
type of work covered by this standard. In terms of the evidence suggested, some of 
these (e.g. records of meetings and discussions) appear to be required for the sole 
purpose of satisfying the standard. This method of working is undertaken without 
formal records and it is difficult to see why any other type of evidence is necessary. 
Considerable guidance on this standard would be essential.  
 
Performance standard 9 
 
This standard will be very difficult to assess and measure. The standard talks about 
best practice but gives no indication of what that is and who determines it. This 
needs to be properly defined. Similarly, what does “response mechanism” mean?  
This needs to be clarified/explained. 
 
 Performance standard 10 
 
This appears to be a reasonable standard which all EROs should be able to comply 
with. However, there are again cost implications of meeting the above standard level 
which, in some areas, could be significant and the same comments as set out in 
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above in relation to PS 7 apply. Additionally, the issue raised in the response of the 
Eastern Branch of the AEA to this consultation paper is important and needs to be 
taken into account in settling this standard.2 
 
Performance standard 11 
 
This appears to be a reasonable standard but would be improved by reference to 
business continuity planning as part of the risk management approach. 
 
Performance standard 12 
 
This appears to be a sensible standard but fails to take account of the high churn 
rate amongst electoral administrators and does even less to measure what steps are 
in place to provide resilience within structures and ensure proper successor planning 
arrangements. It is clear that high quality training is essential within this field but 
access to that training is the key issue which again comes back to the financial 
resources issue outlined in the response to PS 7 above.   Evaluation of the 
effectiveness of training is essential but this is more likely to be achieved by 
improvements in the delivery of the whole service rather than through a mechanical 
process linked to this particular standard. 
 
 
 
John Turner  John Owen 
Chief Executive  Acting Executive 


Director (Policy) 
 
June 2008   
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                           
2 See comment on PS 10 in the response of the Eastern Branch. 
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Danny Creighton


From: Alan Wherlock <alan.wherlock@bristol.gov.uk>
Sent: 06 May 2008 14:49
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Draft Performance Standards


Lindsey, 
 
The following comments are submitted on behalf of my ERO and also in my own right as an electoral administrator.  
Hope you find them useful. 
 
General 
 
1. 12 PS's seems excessive, given that further PS's are also to be devised for elections.  Is this number really 
necessary and proportionate bearing in mind the amount of evidence that will need to be gathered? 
 
2. Presumably some PS's are more important than others.  If this is so, will some be regarded as key indicators to 
reflect the weighting? 
 
3. Will the Commission produce template evidence forms to aid consistency of evaluation? 
 
Specific 
 
PS3 ‐ The APS (second part relating to newly‐eligible residents) needs clarification regarding practicality.  Also, does 
it duplicate the APS of PS1? 
 
PS4 ‐ The APS refers to a random sample but there is no guidance as to what represents a satisfactory sample.  Also, 
is this a practical proposal given the need to have access to a comprehensive database of PI records against which to 
check. 
 
PS5 ‐ APS regarding AV and registration acknowledgements requires clarification. 
 
PS8 ‐ Could this PS be combined with PS7?  The evidence is cumbersome to collect ‐ would not a statement be 
sufficient (as is proposed with other PS's)? 
 
PS9 ‐ Evaluating communication channels is notoriously difficult (APS 4 and 5) and also creates bureaucracy.  Is this 
likely to prove cost‐justifiable? 
 
 
 
Alan Wherlock, Electoral Services Manager Telephone 0117 9223451, Fax 0117 9223461 email 
alan.wherlock@bristol.gov.uk 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
'Do it online' with our growing range of online services ‐ http://www.bristol.gov.uk/services  
 
Sign‐up for our email bulletin giving news, have‐your‐say and event information at: 
http://www.bristol.gov.uk/newsdirect  
 
View webcasts of Council meetings at http://www.bristol.gov.uk/webcast 








 
 
 


 
 
Dear Ms Taber 
 


Response to Consultation on Performance Standards for Electoral Registration 
Officers in Great Britain 


 
Thank you for sending the consultation document on the performance standards for 
Electoral Registration for Great Britain.  Please accept our apologies for a delayed 
response – Tom Hawthorn of the Electoral Commission has agreed that we may submit a 
detailed official-level response by 10 July, expanding upon the letter which John Healey 
sent on 22 May.  
 
As John Healey set out in his letter, we note the considerable progress which the 
Electoral Commission has made on the development of clear standards for Electoral 
Registration Officers, and we are generally supportive of the proposals, particularly the 
self assessment approach, which go some way to ensuring a proportionate and effective 
performance standards framework.  As you continue to develop your approach, we would 
welcome the opportunity to continue to work together to ensure alignment with the local 
government performance framework and to jointly promote messages about the fit 
between the two frameworks.  In particular, there are three areas where we believe that 
clarification would be helpful, and would like to explore further with you. These are as 
follows: 
 
1. Data Collections 


One of the important drivers for the new local performance framework is the reduction 
in the burden of assessment and reporting on local authorities. We would therefore 
like to you to ensure that any further data collections and the verification of self-
assessments should be limited to what is absolutely necessary and undertaken in 
such a way as to minimise burdens on local authorities. 


 
2. Consistency with National Improvement and Efficiency Strategy 


We would like further clarity on how support offered to the sector will be provided, 
including consideration of ways to highlight and spread good practice.  We would 
expect the Commission’s proposals align closely with the principles of simplification, 
devolution and rationalisation set out in the National Improvement and Efficiency 
Strategy, and give full consideration to the role which the Regional Improvement and 


Lindsey Taber 
Project Officer – Performance 
Standards 
The Electoral Commission 
Trevelyan House 
30 Great Peter Street 
London SW1P 2HW 


Antonio Irranca 
Team Leader, Local Information Management 
 
Communities and Local Government 
4/J3, Eland House 
Bressenden Place 
London 
SW1E 5DU 
 
Tel: 020 7944 6442 
antonio.irranca@communities.gsi.gov.uk 
 
10 July 2008 







Efficiency Partnerships, and the sector’s own improvement systems, can play in 
tackling areas where support is required.  


 
3. Links to Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) 


The 2006 Local Government White Paper made clear that any separate performance 
management arrangements for local services would be aligned with the new local 
performance framework, and that the local assessment and inspection experience for 
local authorities would be streamlined and proportionate.  We would therefore want to 
explore how local authorities would experience the Commission’s monitoring and 
assessment of performance, the potential for its alignment with CAA, and how relevant 
outputs from it could help to inform CAA. 
 
The IDeA and LGA are developing a high-level self assessment tool for local 
partnerships to use to help them to manage their own performance, which will 
potentially also provide evidence for the inspectorates to use for CAA.  It would 
therefore be useful to know whether Electoral Registration Officers’ self assessments, 
or any analysis of it by the Commission, will be available to the inspectorates, and 
whether the Commission have had any contact with the IDeA or the inspectorates on 
approaches to self assessment. 
 


CLG officials would be happy to discuss how to take forward all of these issues with the 
Commission. 
 
Responses to the consultation questions 
 
The consultation paper sought answers to the following three questions: 
 


1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 
2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the 


need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
3. Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline 


appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has met the 
performance standard? 


 
We are content that the standards proposed, and the descriptions of performance levels, 
are clear and appropriately defined, and are pleased that they reflect both our previous 
comments to the Commission and the reaction of the local government sector to the 
indicators published in October 2007. We do not have any detailed comments to make on 
individual standards. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Antonio Irranca 
Local Government Quality and Performance 
 
 
Cc Tom Hawthorn 








CONSULTATION ON PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
 
 
This response has been compiled by the electoral services team in the 
London Borough of Southwark, including comments from senior management 
and legal advisers. The responsibility of the ERO is to ensure that the register 
of electors is accurate and complete, and to the extent that these performance 
measures assist in achieving this obligation, they are supported. The detailed 
comments for each of the performance standards provides an indication of the 
extent to which they may not be appropriate. 
 
Electoral services will provide information as requested, to the extent that is 
possible. Some information will be easy to supply, and in other instances 
records will be kept on site available for inspection. 
 
It should be noted that many electoral services are keeping records off site – 
in these instances the cost of retrieving records from storage may be a 
consideration. 
 
Some of the issues outlined in guidelines to responses may be found at the 
end of this document, under general comments. 


 
 
COMPLETENESS AND ACCURACY OF ELECTORAL REGISTRATION 
RECORDS 
Performance standard 1 
Using information sources to verify records 
Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comment 
The measures of the performance standard are not helpful. Every ERO will 
act on information provided by other EROs – this is part of the rolling 
registration process on a monthly basis. The work done during the canvass is 
the key period when other records can be checked – this is when the whole 
team is engaged only on registration work. 
 
If staff are required to check council records all during the year, there will be 
significant resource implications. During the election period, it is not possible 
for the staff who are working on election duties to also engage in time-
consuming work checking the register against other records. It may be 
possible to do some of this work in the weeks just after an election, ie outside 
of the canvass period, but it is unrealistic to expect the same team doing the 
elections to also engage in additional checking of registration details.  
 
The period after elections is also when electoral services staff are easily able 
to take leave – it is a considerable challenge to enable staff to take their leave 
and to keep the service adequately staffed during the election period. The 
result is that certain times of year are preferred for leave, in order to take 
account of the election and canvass timetables. 
 







The measure for working above the standard includes work with schools, 
which forms part of the outreach standard. It is automatic that any work with 
schools and colleges, where 17 year olds are engaged with, will include 
identifying potential attainers. As a minimum surely the above the 
performance standard measure should include taking a pro-active approach 
(using reviews) to remove people from the register as well as add. 
 
This assumes that other council records are more accurate and up to date 
than the electoral register. During the canvass we use other council records to 
check if non-responders have moved or if properties are empty. They are not 
used to add new electors to the register. During rolling registration what are 
we supposed to use these other council records for? Council tax only lists the 
payee, so is unreliable for checking someone’s eligibility. Housing records 
don’t list all the tenants. Are they expecting us to check the council tax and 
housing records for every single application each month? And checking for 
what? Signatures, date of birth, nationality, spelling of name. What if they’re 
not on other council records? Does this mean we can’t accept their 
application? 
 
Performance standard 2 
Property database 
Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comment 
The assumption is that the LLPG provides a complete database of all 
properties. This is not necessarily the case. 
 
The LLPG does provide for consistency of address details for all council 
departments, and does provide a means of dealing with electors who insist on 
having their address written in a particular way. 
 
However, the performance standard of using the LLPG does not actually 
ensure that all properties are on the register of electors. There are situations 
where the property will not be found on any council record – this is particularly 
the case in metropolitan areas, where properties are subdivided informally, 
and people live in unofficial sub-lets etc.  Similarly there may be properties on 
the LLPG which do not appear on the register of electors due to there 
designation and use. 
 
It is likely that this situation will increase in the medium term, as housing 
demand increases above supply. 
 
The responsibility of the ERO is to ensure that all eligible electors are on the 
register of electors. This may well mean that there are addresses on the 
ERO’s property database that are not found elsewhere. The ERO therefore 
has to take the view that the LLPG is not absolute, and that properties may 
exist outside of the LLPG environment. The ERO’s database may not 
therefore be consistent with the LLPG, and this should not mean necessarily 
that the ERO’s property database is deficient. 
 







The measure for providing an above performance standard service is 
interesting, in that it specifically mentions care and residential homes. It is 
suggested that this should be a measure for house to house enquiries, 
performance standard 3. Residential and care homes need to be canvassed, 
with attention being given to working with wardens and staff. There is a need 
to ensure that all those eligible to vote are registered, and that there is a good 
understanding of the various voting processes available to electors. This 
cannot happen only in those circumstances where EROs are performing 
above the standard for the property database. 
 
GIS is routinely used to identify properties, to ensure that they are in the 
correct ward and polling district. This may be a resource issue for some 
EROs, if the local authority does not already have access to GIS. 
 
 
Performance standard 3 
House-to-house enquiries 
Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comment 
To some extent this is asking the ERO if they are complying with the law! 
There is now a specific requirement that non-responding properties are 
visited. The measures regarding plans, record keeping and monitoring of 
canvasser performance are business processes, which any service is 
required to keep. 
 
Resources issues come to the fore again, where it is suggested that working 
beyond the standard requires personal visits to be carried out throughout the 
year. This may be possible where the registration function is separated from 
the election function, but it is not feasible where the same team is responsible 
for both registration and running elections. 
 
Door to door canvassing throughout the year? Why? Can’t we just send out 
letters and registration forms to properties when Council tax informs us a new 
resident has moved in. We have this practice already in place. Canvassing 
outside of the annual canvass is easily achievable but won’t get us many new 
names on the register. It’s an overkill! If letters, publicity and a leaflet don’t go 
to the property and they still don’t register, then either they’re not eligible or 
they don’t care enough. We’re not here to combat apathy, that’s the parties 
job. If we had a never ending pot of money then sure we could do a 
continuous canvass process throughout the year. 
 
 
Performance standard 4 
Accurate absent vote records and lists 
Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comment 







The review process enables the ERO to make enquiries of electors who 
appear to have moved, and to remove those who fail to respond to the review 
letter. 
 
This is a relatively new procedure, and again has resource implications. It is 
not possible to automatically delete electors who have postal votes – software 
systems have safeguards in order to ensure that electors are not deleted in 
error, and those with postal votes are particularly difficult to delete. 
 
The above performance standard measure is unsustainable. If there is an 
apparent difference between the two signatures, assuming that a second one 
can be found in electronic format somewhere else in the council records, what 
does the ERO do? On what basis is the request for a second signature 
made? 
 
Many people use a different signature for different functions – to protect their 
security. The financial sector is now looking for alternatives to the signature 
system because they are so unreliable, and the new generation of voters do 
not hold signatures in the same regard. Signatures are easy to forge and the 
computer software can’t pick it up.  
The council holds very few signature records that absent votes can be 
checked against.  
Absent vote confirmation letters sent to the electors granted new absent votes 
are designed to combat fraud. If the recipient does not want an absent vote or 
someone has applied on their behalf then this will be found out. Do we really 
need another check? It seems like over-cooking the goose to me. If the law-
makers really think that there is an issue with postal votes not being secure 
enough then they must change the law to make them more secure, not throw 
more emphasis on EROs to check other records which are scrutinised even 
less than our own! 
 
INTEGRITY 
Performance standard 5 
Approach to maintaining the integrity of registration and absent vote 
applications 
Integrity 
 
Comment 
Retention of registration forms for the life of the register – does this mean 
original form? What is the length of time for scanned images? Certainly useful 
to have scanned images for longer than the life of the register – used for 
checks year on year, especially for criminal investigations. If scanned images 
are sufficient for criminal investigations eg housing fraud, then why is it 
necessary to keep the original registration form? 
 
Similarly, what is the rationale for keeping the original postal vote application? 
It is unclear what the reason is for keeping the original form, and in what 
circumstances it would be essential to have the original form, rather than a 
scanned image. As outlined above, it is usual to have scanned images in 
court proceedings for housing fraud, where registration forms are used. 







 
The notion that signatures can be verified on the basis of one signature is not 
valid, as clearly explained by the Forensic Science Service, where they 
explained that 10 samples of writing are needed in order to establish whether 
a person has in fact written or signed a particular document. 
 
Software systems run reports for postal votes at any property above any 
number the ERO chooses. The standard does not indicate what would be an 
appropriate number – in terms of this measure, the ERO could choose a 
number which would mean no further checks are necessary. 
 
No action is required if significant numbers of postal votes are found at 
particular addresses – what is the expectation on the ERO? 
 
There is an assumption that the police are keen to be involved in matters of 
potential electoral fraud – this is not necessarily the case. Registrations which 
are possible fraudulent are likely to be economic fraud – internal audit offices 
do not necessarily have the capacity to deal with cases, and police have other 
matters, particularly in metropolitan areas. 
 
The measure which is above the standard is in fact the one which EROs are 
more likely to have in place – this is what is done in order to ensure the 
integrity of the election. A comparison of postal votes across the wards is 
undertaken, postal votes going to individual addresses are assessed, the 
volume of postal votes over particular periods is assessed – all these are 
above the standard, and yet this is the analysis which will be undertaken as a 
matter of course in those areas where there are significant numbers of postal 
votes and where there is any notion that there may be fraud. Again, the 
metropolitan areas can be expected to pay more attention to these measures. 
 
The question of liaising with wardens and staff at properties of multiple 
occupation in order to ensure that postal votes and voting procedures are 
properly followed is a measure that is generally expected in reality – these are 
vulnerable situations which should be dealt with in order to meet the measure, 
not exceed it! 
 
 
Performance standard 6 
Supply and security of the register and absent voter lists 
Integrity 
 
Comment 
Access to the register through libraries can be problematic – their own staff do 
not necessarily have the resources to provide additional supervision. It is 
impossible to release a member of staff from the core team to supervise a 
member of the public going through the register. It is increasingly the case 
that political parties send party activists to look through the marked copy of 
the register, instead of buying the marked copy from the RO. 
 







The above standard measure is basic procedure – the financial records of the 
ERO will comply with those of the local authority, which would require 
information on the person paying for the register. 
 
The supply of the relevant legislative provisions on the use of the register 
should be a standard requirement, not an above minimum standard – this is a 
document, which could in fact be supplied by the Electoral Commission to all 
EROs (in order to ensure consistency and compliance with the law). 
 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Performance standard 7 
Public awareness strategy 
Participation 
 
Comment 
Above the performance standard includes the allocation of a budget to an 
awareness strategy – this assumes that the local authority is prepared to 
prioritise such a strategy. 
 
There is an immediate assumption that an awareness strategy is required. If 
an ERO gets a canvass response rate of 99%, is it still necessary for that 
ERO to have an awareness campaign? 
 
There is no indication whether this awareness strategy is to include both 
registration and voting. There is considerable resistance to the notion that 
EROs and/or ROs should be involved in actually getting electors to vote – this 
may be regarded as being too involved in the political process, and raises the 
possibility of the ERO/RO being accused of favouring one or other political 
party, and hence raising concerns about the integrity of the electoral process. 
 
While this performance framework focuses on registration, it is possible that 
work on registration in particular areas at particular times could involve the 
ERO in questions of involvement in the political process. 
 
Performance standard 8 
Working with partners 
Participation 
 
Comment 
This is vague – the ERO has ‘taken steps to research the merits in working 
with appropriate partners’ – what does this mean? 
 
Working with partners does not focus on how to ensure registration forms 
reach new residents, and yet this is one of the key aspects of working with 
partners. 
 
Duplication of effort – this seems to be a rather contrived attempt to deal with 
the efficiency agenda, as required by local authorities. 
 







 
Performance standard 9 
Communication of information 
Participation 
 
Comment 
Focuses only on information on registration. Previous standard is unclear on 
whether awareness is to be on registration and voting. 
What is the difference between this and performance standard 7? Surely the 
communication of information is a result of having an awareness strategy??? 
 
All the considerations in the performance against the standard would be 
looked at and applied when devising an awareness strategy. 
 
Recommended to delete this standard. 
 
 
Performance standard 10 
Accessibility of information 
Participation 
 
Comment 
The provision of information in different languages is again up for discussion. 
There has been a question on the efficacy of the use of languages – different 
authorities may have different views on this, and the availability of resources 
may impact on EROs/ROs. 
 
If the Commission makes resources available, then it may be reasonable to 
expect EROs/ROs to provide material in different languages. 
 
What is the rationale for staff going to electors’ homes? How is this covered 
by insurance, health and safety considerations? 
 
No mention is made of the need to use plain language. Surely the acquisition 
of the Crystal Mark or similar could be a measure?` 
 
 
PLANNING AND ORGANISATION 
Performance standard 11 
Planning for rolling registration and the annual canvass 
Planning and organisation 
 
Comment 
The performance measure aimed to increase planning and risk management 
is supported. Risk assessment on an on-going basis is a sensible way to 
recognise potential weaknesses and dangers, and then to allocate resources 
appropriately. However there does not appear to be anything in this standard  
that will ensure that this is done effectively.  Without a qualative element 
(relative to the authority or the authority type) this performance standard will 
not deliver continuous service improvement or a robust model of delivery.  







 
 
 
Performance standard 12 
Recruitment and training 
Planning and organisation 
 
Comment 
We assume there is no hierarchy to the standards! Recruitment and training is 
an absolutely essential part of the work that is done in electoral services – the 
more effort that is devoted to these aspects, the more likely it is that the 
registration process will be well-managed and will achieve its objectives. 
 
The ERO may well have a recruitment plan to get sufficient staff, but if there 
are insufficient resources to provide for adequate payment, including a bonus 
scheme, then there will not be sufficient take-up of the opportunity to work on 
registration. 
 
Training of staff is a basic requirement – the canvass cannot achieve its 
required response rate without significant training investment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evidence to support assessment 
The use of notes of meetings as evidence that the measures have been met 
is inappropriate. The point surely has to be that the outcome (a complete and 
accurate register, for example) is either met or improved. There is no point in 
having activities in order to meet the performance standard – the outcome has 
to be improved, and if there is no evidence of this, then there is no point in 
meeting the standards! 
 
 
 
 
General comments 
 Is there an over-emphasis on the participation aspects of the work of the 
ERO and RO? There are 4 measures on this aspect, which is more than for 
any of the other areas, apart from the completeness and accuracy of the 
register. 
 
 Outcomes are not assessed – too much focus on activities, which may or 
may not be relevant to the work that the specific ERO or RO needs to do in 
order to achieve the desired outcome.  
 







 There does not seem to be any requirement on EROs to have a 
complaints procedure. Local authorities actively deal with complaints, in order 
to ensure good customer care – why is this not covered in the performance 
standards? 
 
 There is no specific focus on customer care.  What does the customer 
expect from the experience and how they are going to use being registered. 
 
 The use of the performance standard may be used by local authorities to 
limit the amount of funding provided to EROs. Great care needs to be taken to 
ensure that what is essential for metropolitan areas does not end up in the 
‘above performance standard’ row, as this may be subject to cost cuts by the 
local authority. 
 
 The entire scheme should be viewed from the perspective of what is likely 
to be cut by a local authority which views electoral services and registration in 
particular as a very low priority. Everything that is essential to the successful 
running of the service should be in the ‘performance standard’ row, otherwise 
electoral services sections could lose money as the result of the 
implementation of this scheme! 
 
 
 As outlined in previous submissions regarding the performance standard 
regime, effective business planning processes will achieve the desired 
objectives. It is not possible, nor desirable, to have a ‘one size fits all’ 
performance standards regime. Business planning, designed for each ERO’s 
area in order to achieve the statutory objective of a complete and accurate 
register, will be the best mechanism for the management of effective electoral 
services. 
 
 
 
 













Regulation of Electoral Administration 
 
We support the Commission’s role in seeking to improve performance and 
consistency in electoral administration as it is a fact that electoral 
administrators vary in their commitment to the requirements contained within 
the Electoral Administration Act, in particular to maximising voter registration 
and participation.  
 
The introduction of Performance Standards can only be seen as a positive 
move, particularly if measured against the relevant aspects of the 
performance framework for local government set out in the white Paper 
Strong and Prosperous Communities. However concerns have to be raised 
regarding what action will be taken against “underperforming” Electoral 
Registration Officers. 
 
Projects to improve voter registration and turnout require a substantial budget 
which can vary from Council to Council. Some Councils are more committed 
to improving voter confidence and set aside sufficient budget to fund a Local 
Democracy Officer whose role is seen to maximising voter registration and 
participation. Many Councils do not have sufficient budget to fund such a post 
and rely on the limited resources within Electoral Services. 
 
Other factors must be taken into consideration when setting performance 
standards, particularly in relation to the annual canvass and maximising 
registration such as the geographical make up of each authority, sectors of 
population such as students and holiday homes, all of which offer a challenge 
to the collection of information at canvass time. 
 


Funding of Electoral Administration and Elections 
 
Funding is the key issue to improving performance standards for most 
Councils. This has to be considered foremost in modernising the structure of 
Electoral Administration. 
 
Continuing with the current arrangements of funding electoral services by 
local authorities will not allow for investment or commitment to future 
modernisation when additional technology, staff and premises may be 
required for the possible introduction of individual registration, multi channel 
voting and increased use of referendums. 
 
We are also finding it more and more difficult to build up reserves to fund the 
local elections, the cost of administration what is in effect two elections due to 
the increased volume of postal votes makes it difficult to set money aside. 


 
We have a duty to maximise registration and voter participation and to give 
electors the confidence that we have a robust administration system. However 
with the increased levels of postal voting, tight deadlines and limited staff 







resources then it is getting more and more difficult to monitor possible election 
fraud. 








WEST BERKSHIRE COUNCIL 
Performance standards for  


Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 
Consultation Response 


Q1  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


While we welcome the fact that the Commission has taken note of the views expressed on the earlier draft proposals to 
the effect that there was too much emphasis on the quantitative indicators and not enough on the qualitative, we feel 
that the current draft standards are now perhaps too vague to form the basis of meaningful indicators of performance 
against a standard.   There is, for example, no mention of cost of service or of meeting the various level of standard.   
The three principles usually attaching to performance standards – efficiency, effectiveness and quality – would be 
difficult to measure against the standards as they are currently drafted.   Many of the “Performance Standards” are the 
legal requirements.  We question the need to prepare the number of written documents set out in the measures when 
these are the basic legal requirements.   While each is unlikely to be particularly onerous, when all are taken together 
they could amount to a significant, time-consuming task, firstly to prepare and, secondly, to maintain. 


Q2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 
criteria? 


Q3  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 
whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Answers to Questions 2 and 3 
Standard No. 


/Topic 
Approp 


Defined? 
Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 


Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


1. Using 
information 
sources to verify 
records 


Yes (but 
Land 


Charges 
unlikely to 


The “above the performance 
standard” is rather weak as most 
EROs should be doing most, if 
not all, of the actions set out as 


Yes No record required of 
effectiveness of the measures 
taken – surely this should be a 
fundamental to determining 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


 be 
appropriate 


contact) 


most are a legal requirement. whether the steps taken are 
bringing about a worthwhile 
improvement? 


2. Property 
database 


 


Yes Again the “above performance 
standard” is not particularly 
challenging.   By 1st December 
2009 property matching must 
have been completed. 


Yes   


3. House-to-house 
enquiries 


 


In urban 
areas – yes 


 
In rural 


areas – no 
(Meaning of 


second 
sentence of 


“above 
performance 


standard” 
not 


understood) 


Rural authorities with sparsely 
populated areas will find this 
standard difficult, and extremely 
expensive, to achieve.   These 
authorities often use alternative 
methods to a house-to-house 
canvass such as written 
reminders to achieve a 
response.   But, in urban areas, 
where house-to-house enquiries 
are made, meeting the standard 
should not present difficulties.   


No This is an area where we feel 
that cost should be identified.  As 
mentioned, it would be extremely 
expensive for all rural authorities 
to carry out a personal canvass 
to every property.   The cost 
should be weighed against 
results in order to establish the 
effectiveness of this measure. 


4. Accurate absent 
vote records and 
lists 


 


Yes No target set for sample checks 
– would 10 be adequate?   To 
make it more meaningful, 
perhaps a percentage of current 
postal voters should be laid 
down.   EROs for non-unitary 
authorities are likely to 
experience more difficulty than 


Yes  It would be more appropriate if a 
minimum number of checks was 
prescribed, some authorities 
may however have difficulties in 
carrying out the checks. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


those in unitaries in checking 
signatures and dates of birth as 
they will have access to a 
smaller pool of records against 
which signatures and dates of 
birth may be checked, for 
example education and social 
services records 


5. Approach to 
maintaining the 
integrity of 
registration and 
absent vote 
applications 


 


Yes Again, EROs for unitary 
authorities will have easier 
access to a wider contact group 
than their non-unitary 
counterparts 


Yes  Difficult to see instances where 
the ERO will acknowledge 
applications for registration and 
absent voting beyond the 
statutory notice, when all rolling 
registration applications and for 
absent votes must be 
acknowledged by law.   It 
appears that the only scope for 
meeting the “above standard” 
criteria is to acknowledge all 
applications for registration 
during the canvass period.   This 
would be costly and the cost-
effectiveness should be 
measure. 


6. Supply and 
security of the 
register and 
absent voter lists 


 


Yes  Yes – but see 
comment 


Would information from the 
Council’s financial systems be 
sufficient for the “record of 
transactions and sales” criterion? 


7. Public 
awareness 


Yes  Yes / No This is another area where cost 
is an important factor and should 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


strategy 
 


be taken into account.   This is 
an area where budgets are 
notoriously low, but there is also 
much anecdotal and 
documented evidence on large 
sums being spent on engaging 
the public with very little, or no, 
benefit. 
There is also no measure of the 
quality of the strategy. 


8. Working with 
partners 


 


Yes Most authorities will have 
formal/informal partnership 
working. 


No Some of these, for example 
records of meetings/discussions, 
appear to be required for the 
sole purpose of satisfying these 
standards.   Much of this type of 
in- and inter-authority working 
and co-operation is undertaken 
orally without written records of 
meetings and discussions, and 
we suggest that this type of 
evidence is not necessary. 


9. Communication 
of information 


 


No We consider that these 
standards are very hard to 
measure and that further 
consideration should be given to 
more measurable standards 


No  


10. Accessibility of 
information 


Yes  Yes / No Again, no mention of cost of 
meeting, in particular, the “above 
performance standard”. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


11. Planning for 
rolling 
registration and 
the annual 
canvass 


 


Yes   Yes  But more documentation to be 
written and maintained. 


12. Recruitment and 
training 


 


Yes  With the high turnover of staff 
and seemingly endless changes 
in legislation and working 
practices, it is acknowledged that 
high quality training is essential.   
However, many authorities do 
not have sufficient budget to 
ensure that an adequate training 
programme is in place. 


Yes / No Difficult to evaluate the 
effectiveness of training.   
Schedules and plans can be 
prepared but the effectiveness is 
more difficult to evaluate. 
Particularly in fragmented 
services where there is a smaller 
pool of staff available to fulfil 
duties on a weekly basis. 


Q4  Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility 
of EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties?  


Yes, but we question the amount of documentation that is required to be put in place and kept up to date. 


Q5  How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper?  


As stated above, the preparation of the documentation required to meet the performance standards is considered to be 
reasonably straightforward, but the measures to evaluate the effectiveness of each of the standards appear to be lacking. 


 


Responses to ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk by no later than Friday 20 June 2008 


 













Performance standards for  
Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 


Consultation Response 
Q1  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


We welcome the fact that the Commission has taken note of the views expressed on the earlier draft proposals, on the basis that 
there was too much emphasis on the quantitative and not enough on the qualitative indicators.  However, in response to the latest 
consultation, it appears that the latest draft standards are perhaps a little too vague to form the basis of meaningful indicators of 
performance against a standard.  There is, for example, no mention of service costs or those of meeting the various standard 
levels.  The usual principles attached to performance standards – efficiency, effectiveness and quality – would be difficult to 
measure against these current draft standards.  Many of the “Performance Standards” are linked to existing legal requirements 
and, as such, we would question the need to prepare the large number of written documents set out in the measures.  Whilst 
individually these are not likely to be particularly onerous, when taken together they would amount to a significant and time-
consuming task, no only to prepare but also to maintain/update. 


Q2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 
criteria? 


Q3  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 
whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Answers to Questions 2 and 3 
Standard No. 


/Topic 
Approp 


Defined? 
Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 


Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


1. Using information 
sources to verify 
records 


 


Yes The “Above the performance 
standard” is not particularly strong, 
as most EROs should be doing 
most, if not all, of the actions set out 
as a basic legal requirement. 


Yes No record required of effectiveness 
of the measures taken – this should 
be essential to determine whether 
the steps being taken are bringing 
about worthwhile improvements. 


2. Property database 
 


Yes Again the “Above the performance 
standard” is not particularly 
challenging.  EROs are required to 
complete a property matching 


Yes   







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


exercise by 1 December 2009. 


3. House-to-house 
enquiries 


 


Yes – with 
some 


provisos, 
as this 


standard 
would 


appear to 
penalise 


rural 
authorities 


Rural authorities with sparsely 
populated areas will find this 
standard difficult, or extremely 
expensive, to achieve.  These 
authorities may use a further 
reminder stage as an alternative to 
a house-to-house canvass in some 
areas, due to the difficulty in 
recruiting canvassers.  In urban 
areas, where ‘sparsity’ is not an 
issue to house-to-house enquiries, 
meeting the standard should not 
present any difficulty. 


No This is an area where we feel that 
cost should be identified.  It would 
be expensive for some rural 
authorities to carry out a personal 
canvass to every property.   This 
cost should be weighed against the 
results in order to establish the 
effectiveness of this measure. 


4. Accurate absent 
vote records and 
lists 


 


Yes No target set for sample checks – 
what would be adequate?  To make 
it more meaningful, perhaps the 
standard should include a 
percentage of current postal voters.  
EROs for non-unitary authorities are 
likely to experience more difficulty 
with the requirement to check 
signatures and dates of birth, as 
they will not have access to certain 
records for verification purposes, 
such as education and social 
services records. 


Yes  Whilst we think it would be more 
meaningful for a minimum 
percentage to be stipulated for 
checking, we would not support this 
at the present time due to the 
inconsistencies that are likely to 
occur between unitary and non-
unitary authorities. 


5. Approach to 
maintaining the 
integrity of 
registration and 
absent vote 
applications 


 


Yes As with Standard No. 4, EROs in 
unitary authorities will have access 
to a wider contact group than their 
non-unitary counterparts in order 
help identify electoral malpractice. 


Yes  We feel that it is difficult to see 
instances where any ERO will 
acknowledge applications for 
registration and absent voting 
beyond the statutory notice, as it 
appears that the only scope for 
meeting the “Above standard” 
criteria” is to acknowledge 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


applications for registration during 
the canvass period.  This would 
require significant funding and, as 
referred to above, the cost-
effectiveness of any such exercise 
should form part of the measure. 


6. Supply and 
security of the 
register and 
absent voter lists 


 


Yes  Yes – but see 
comment 


We would question whether 
information from the council’s 
financial system would be sufficient 
for the “record of transactions and 
sales” criterion. 


7. Public awareness 
strategy 


 


Yes  Yes / No This is another area where cost is 
an important factor and should be 
taken into account.  For those 
authorities where significant funding 
has been spent on engaging the 
public, there is much evidence that 
this has had little or no benefit. 


In addition, the standard does not 
appear to have any ‘quality’ 
measure of the strategy. 


8. Working with 
partners 


 


Yes Most authorities will already have 
formal/informal partnership working 
arrangements in place. 


No The use of records of 
meetings/discussions appears to be 
a requirement solely to satisfy this 
standard.  Much of the joint working 
already in place is undertaken 
without written records of meetings 
and discussions, and we would 
suggest that this type of evidence is 
onerous and unnecessary. 


9. Communication of 
information 


 


No We consider that these standards 
are very hard to quantify and that 
further consideration should be 
given to more measurable 


No Whilst the evidence to support the 
assessment is fairly straightforward 
(although onerous), we consider 
that the effectiveness of the 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


standards. measures taken will not be tested. 


10. Accessibility of 
information 


Yes  Yes / No No reference or consideration is 
given to the cost effectiveness of 
meeting the criteria for “Above 
performance standard”. 


11. Planning for rolling 
registration and 
the annual 
canvass 


 


Yes   Yes  The need to produce and maintain 
written plans, risk assessments and 
evaluation reports for almost every 
level of the standard will be 
particularly onerous. 


12. Recruitment and 
training 


 


Yes  With the high turnover of staff and 
seemingly endless changes in 
legislation and working practices, it 
is acknowledged that high quality 
training is essential.  However, 
many authorities do not have 
sufficient funding to ensure that an 
adequate training programme is in 
place. 


Yes / No It is difficult to evaluate the 
effectiveness of training.  Schedules 
and plans can be prepared but the 
effectiveness of the measures taken 
are more difficult to evaluate. 


Q4  Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility 
of EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties?  


Yes, but we have serious reservations concerning the amount of documentation that is required to be put in place and kept up to 
date. 


Q5  How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper?  


As stated above, although we consider that the preparation of the documentation required to meet the performance standards is 
reasonably straightforward (albeit onerous and time consuming), we also feel that that the means needed to evaluate the 
effectiveness of each of the measures undertaken to meet the various levels of the standards appears to be missing. 







 


 


Responses to ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk by no later than Friday 20 June 2008 


 

















 
 
Formal response to Electoral Commission Consultation Paper – Draft 
Performance Standards 
 
Introduction 
 
I submit this response as an Officer of Blaby District Council to the Electoral 
Commissions Consultation Paper.  This is not a response on behalf of the 
authority but as an Electoral Administrator. 
 
I support the introduction of performance standards however, feel it is 
important that there are not too many performance standards, that the 
standards are qualitative rather than quantitative and are not onerous to 
compile. 
 
Draft Performance Standards 
 
Standard 1 
 
The only comment on this standard is the appropriateness of including Land 
Charges in the list as most authorities felt that this would not be a normal 
route. 
 
Standard 2 
 
No comment. 
 
Standard 3 
 
In my opinion, personal visits during rolling registration are unrealistic and I 
am unsure as to what benefit they would provide as you could not force 
householders to complete the form.  I also feel that the costs would be 
excessive for little reward. 
 
Standard 4 
 
There needs to be clarification on the review of Performance Indicators.  I 
would wish to be able to carry out reviews in less than 5 years which would 
then give more than 1 signature.  I am also unsure of what other signatures 
and dates of birth we would be able to access, obviously annual registration 
forms will only contain the signature of the person completing the form. 
 
Standard 5 
 
Retention of forms particularly during annual canvass is an issue for some 
authorities from a storage point of view.  Clarification is required on the Risk 
Assessment Plan – is this that these items need to be included on the 
departmental risk register with mitigating action detailed?  In relation to (5) 
there will be a resource issue here and some authorities may not have easy 
access to some of the services due to outsourcing etc. eg Stock transfer. 
 
Standard 6 
 







Please qualify timely, as our opinion of timely may not be another persons 
opinion. 
 
Standard 7 
 
Should this be down to local level?  Should there not be a national strategy 
that ERO/RO’s can feed into?  If not then it would be useful for the Electoral 
Commission to provide a template to create some consistency.  There will 
also be a resource issue linked to this work.  How do you evaluate some of 
the work done to encourage participation?  I am concerned that the 
appropriate skills do not necessarily sit within electoral services sections. 
 
Standard 8 
 
This seems to be a duplication with the previous standard.  I am concerned 
about the limit/appropriateness of external partners.  What other partners are 
EC suggesting?  Having to record all meetings creates additional work and 
resource issues.  Does this need to be a separate PI? 
 
Standard 9 
 
Again this appears to be a duplication of Standard 7.  What would be 
expected – what type of information?  Isn’t this a duplication of work currently 
carried out by EC through do politics?  To get a consistent approach this 
would be better done nationally and in my opinion this would be more 
effective. 
 
Standard 10 
 
Again this appears to be a duplication of standard 7 – does it need separate 
standard? 
 
Standard 11 
 
No comment. 
 
Standard 12 
 
In a lot of authorities this has to be dealt with by HR sections and therefore is 
a duplication of work.  Most authorities are not able to follow a recruitment 
process for elections as we struggle to get staff.  Where would this leave us if 
we had all these procedures etc in place and were not able to recruit staff?  I 
am not convinced that this is an appropriate standard that we could follow. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A general comment is that the standards require a lot of what is already done 
but not documented, to be documented, it would be helpful if the EC could 
provide template documents for authorities to use rather than all authorities 
doing the same things from scratch. 
 
Liz Read  
Democratic Services Manager 
Blaby District Council 








WEYMOUTH & PORLTAND BOROUGH COUNCIL  
Performance standards for  


Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 
Consultation Response 


Q1  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


While we welcome the fact that the Commission has taken note of the views expressed on the earlier draft proposals to 
the effect that there was too much emphasis on the quantitative indicators and not enough on the qualitative, we feel 
that the current draft standards are now perhaps too vague to form the basis of meaningful indicators of performance 
against a standard.   There is, for example, no mention of cost of service or of meeting the various level of standard.   
The three principles usually attaching to performance standards – efficiency, effectiveness and quality – would be 
difficult to measure against the standards as they are currently drafted.   Many of the “Performance Standards” are the 
legal requirements.  We question the need to prepare the number of written documents set out in the measures when 
these are the basic legal requirements.   While each is unlikely to be particularly onerous, when all are taken together 
they could amount to a significant, time-consuming task, firstly to prepare and, secondly, to maintain. 


Q2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 
criteria? 


Q3  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 
whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Answers to Questions 2 and 3 
Standard No. 


/Topic 
Approp 


Defined? 
Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 


Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


1. Using 
information 
sources to verify 
records 


Yes (but 
Land 


Charges 
unlikely to 


The “above the performance 
standard” is rather weak as most 
EROs should be doing most, if 
not all, of the actions set out as 


Yes No record required of 
effectiveness of the measures 
taken – surely this should be a 
fundamental to determining 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


 be 
appropriate 


contact) 


most are a legal requirement. whether the steps taken are 
bringing about a worthwhile 
improvement? 


2. Property 
database 


 


Yes Again the “above performance 
standard” is not particularly 
challenging.   By 1st December 
2009 property matching must 
have been completed. 


Yes   


3. House-to-house 
enquiries 


 


In urban 
areas – yes 


 
In rural 


areas – no 
(Meaning of 


second 
sentence of 


“above 
performance 


standard” 
not 


understood) 


Rural authorities with sparsely 
populated areas will find this 
standard difficult, or extremely 
expensive, to achieve.   These 
authorities often use alternative 
methods to a house-to-house 
canvass such as written 
reminders to achieve a 
response.   But, in urban areas, 
where house-to-house enquiries 
are made, meeting the standard 
should not present difficulties.   


No This is an area where we feel 
that cost should be identified.  As 
mentioned, it would be extremely 
expensive for all rural authorities 
to carry out a personal canvass 
to every property.   The cost 
should be weighed against 
results in order to establish the 
effectiveness of this measure. 


4. Accurate absent 
vote records and 
lists 


 


Yes No target set for sample checks 
– would 10 be adequate?   To 
make it more meaningful, 
perhaps a percentage of current 
postal voters should be laid 
down.   EROs for non-unitary 
authorities are likely to 
experience more difficulty than 


Yes  While we think it would be more 
meaningful for a minimum 
percentage of checks to be 
stipulated, we do not advocate 
this at this stage because of the 
difficulties likely to be 
experienced by non-unitary 
authorities. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


those in unitaries in checking 
signatures and dates of birth as 
they will have access to a 
smaller pool of records against 
which signatures and dates of 
birth may be checked, for 
example education and social 
services records 


5. Approach to 
maintaining the 
integrity of 
registration and 
absent vote 
applications 


 


Yes Again, EROs for unitary 
authorities will have easier 
access to a wider contact group 
than their non-unitary 
counterparts 


Yes  Difficult to see instances where 
the ERO will acknowledge 
applications for registration and 
absent voting beyond the 
statutory notice, when all rolling 
registration applications and for 
absent votes must be 
acknowledged by law.   It 
appears that the only scope for 
meeting the “above standard” 
criteria is to acknowledge all 
applications for registration 
during the canvass period.   This 
would be costly and the cost-
effectiveness should be 
measure. 


6. Supply and 
security of the 
register and 
absent voter lists 


 


Yes  Yes – but see 
comment 


Would information from the 
Council’s financial systems be 
sufficient for the “record of 
transactions and sales” criterion? 


7. Public 
awareness 


Yes  Yes / No This is another area where cost 
is an important factor and should 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


strategy 
 


be taken into account.   This is 
an area where budgets are 
notoriously low, but there is also 
much anecdotal and 
documented evidence on large 
sums being spent on engaging 
the public with very little, or no, 
benefit. 
There is also no measure of the 
quality of the strategy. 


8. Working with 
partners 


 


Yes Most authorities will have 
formal/informal partnership 
working. 


No Some of these, for example 
records of meetings/discussions, 
appear to be required for the 
sole purpose of satisfying these 
standards.   Much of this type of 
in- and inter-authority working 
and co-operation is undertaken 
orally without written records of 
meetings and discussions, and 
we suggest that this type of 
evidence is not necessary. 


9. Communication 
of information 


 


No We consider that these 
standards are very hard to 
measure and that further 
consideration should be given to 
more measurable standards 


No While the evidence to support 
assessment is fairly straight-
forward, we consider that the 
effectiveness of the measures 
will not be tested. 


10. Accessibility of 
information 


Yes  Yes / No Again, no mention of cost of 
meeting, in particular, the “above 
performance standard”. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


11. Planning for 
rolling 
registration and 
the annual 
canvass 


 


Yes   Yes  But more documentation to be 
written and maintained. 


12. Recruitment and 
training 


 


Yes  With the high turnover of staff 
and seemingly endless changes 
in legislation and working 
practices, it is acknowledged that 
high quality training is essential.   
However, many authorities do 
not have sufficient budget to 
ensure that an adequate training 
programme is in place. 


Yes / No Difficult to evaluate the 
effectiveness of training.   
Schedules and plans can be 
prepared but the effectiveness is 
more difficult to evaluate. 


Q4  Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility 
of EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties?  


Yes, but we question the amount of documentation that is required to be put in place and kept up to date. 


Q5  How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper?  


As stated above, the preparation of the documentation required to meet the performance standards is considered to be 
reasonably straightforward, but the measures to evaluate the effectiveness of each of the standards appear to be lacking. 


 


Responses to ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk by no later than Friday 20 June 2008 
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Danny Creighton


From: Iwan Davies <Iwan.Davies@conwy.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 June 2008 17:32
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Consultation on Performance Standards


I am the Electoral Registration Officer for Conwy County Borough Council, Wales. 
 
Whilst I understand and appreciate the benefits of setting Performance Standards I do remain concerned about the 
additional work that reporting back will entail. In which event, I welcome the comments in paragraph 4.19 of the 
consultation document, that the cost/benefit of the impact of the standards will be monitored. 
 
 
 
Iwan Davies 
  
Pennaeth Gwasanaethau Cyfreithiol a Democrataidd/ Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
Cyngor Bwrdeistref Sirol CONWY County Borough Council 
E-Bost / E-Mail: iwan.davies@conwy.gov.uk 
Gw / Web : www.conwy.gov.uk 
Tel: 01492 576108 
Facs/Fax: 01492 576116 
 
"Mae'r neges e-bost hon ac unrhyw ymgysylltiadau yn gyfrinachol, ac wedi eu bwriadu ar gyfer yr un sy'n 
cael ei h/enwi yn unig. Gallent gynnwys gwybodaeth freintiedig. Os yw'r neges hon wedi eich cyrraedd ar 
gam, ni ddylech ei chopio, ei rhannu na dangos ei chynnwys i unrhyw un. Cysylltwch efo Cyngor 
Bwrdeistref Sirol Conwy ar unwaith. Nid yw'r Cyngor na'r un sydd wedi anfon y neges yn derbyn unrhyw 
gyfrifoldeb am feirysau, a'ch cyfrifoldeb chi yw sganio unrhyw ymgysylltiadau. Mae’r Awdurdod yn 
monitro’r defnydd o e-bost/rhyngrwyd a chynnwys y rhain i ddibenion busnes. " "This email and any 
attachments are confidential and intended for the named recipient only. The content may contain privileged 
information. If it has reached you by mistake, you should not copy, distribute or show the content to anyone 
but should contact Conwy County Borough Council at once. Neither the Council nor the sender accepts any 
responsibility for viruses, and it is your responsibility to scan any attachments. The Authority monitors e-
mail/internet usage and content for business purposes" 








NEW FOREST DISTRICT COUNCIL 
Performance standards for  


Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 
Consultation Response 


Q1  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


While we welcome the fact that the Commission has taken note of the views expressed on the earlier draft proposals to 
the effect that there was too much emphasis on the quantitative indicators and not enough on the qualitative, we feel 
that the current draft standards are now perhaps too vague to form the basis of meaningful indicators of performance 
against a standard.   There is, for example, no mention of cost of service or of meeting the various level of standard.   
The three principles usually attaching to performance standards – efficiency, effectiveness and quality – would be 
difficult to measure against the standards as they are currently drafted.   Many of the “Performance Standards” are the 
legal requirements.  We question the need to prepare the number of written documents set out in the measures when 
these are the basic legal requirements.   While each is unlikely to be particularly onerous, when all are taken together 
they could amount to a significant, time-consuming task, firstly to prepare and, secondly, to maintain. 


Q2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 
criteria? 


Q3  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 
whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Answers to Questions 2 and 3 
Standard No. 


/Topic 
Approp 


Defined? 
Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 


Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


1. Using 
information 
sources to verify 
records 


Yes (but 
Land 


Charges 
unlikely to 


The “above the performance 
standard” is rather weak as most 
EROs should be doing most, if 
not all, of the actions set out as 


Yes No record required of 
effectiveness of the measures 
taken – surely this should be a 
fundamental to determining 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


 be 
appropriate 


contact) 


most are a legal requirement. whether the steps taken are 
bringing about a worthwhile 
improvement? 


2. Property 
database 


 


Yes Again the “above performance 
standard” is not particularly 
challenging.   By 1st December 
2009 property matching must 
have been completed. 


Yes   


3. House-to-house 
enquiries 


 


In urban 
areas – yes 


 
In rural 


areas – no 
(Meaning of 


second 
sentence of 


“above 
performance 


standard” 
not 


understood) 


Rural authorities with sparsely 
populated areas will find this 
standard difficult, or extremely 
expensive, to achieve.   These 
authorities often use alternative 
methods to a house-to-house 
canvass such as written 
reminders to achieve a 
response.   But, in urban areas, 
where house-to-house enquiries 
are made, meeting the standard 
should not present difficulties.   


No This is an area where we feel 
that cost should be identified.  As 
mentioned, it would be extremely 
expensive for all rural authorities 
to carry out a personal canvass 
to every property.   The cost 
should be weighed against 
results in order to establish the 
effectiveness of this measure. 


4. Accurate absent 
vote records and 
lists 


 


Yes No target set for sample checks.   
To make the target more 
meaningful, perhaps a 
percentage of current postal 
voters should be laid down.   
EROs for non-unitary authorities 
such as district councils are 
likely to experience more 


Yes  While we think it would be more 
meaningful for a minimum 
percentage of checks to be 
stipulated, we do not advocate 
this at this stage because of the 
difficulties likely to be 
experienced by non-unitary 
authorities. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


difficulty than those in unitaries 
in checking signatures and dates 
of birth as they will have access 
to a smaller pool of records 
against which signatures and 
dates of birth may be checked, 
for example education and social 
services records 


5. Approach to 
maintaining the 
integrity of 
registration and 
absent vote 
applications 


 


Yes Again, EROs for unitary 
authorities will have easier 
access to a wider contact group 
than their non-unitary 
counterparts 


Yes  Difficult to see instances where 
the ERO will acknowledge 
applications for registration and 
absent voting beyond the 
statutory notice, when all rolling 
registration applications and for 
absent votes must be 
acknowledged by law.   It 
appears that the only scope for 
meeting the “above standard” 
criteria is to acknowledge all 
applications for registration 
during the canvass period.   This 
would be costly and the cost-
effectiveness should be 
measured. 


6. Supply and 
security of the 
register and 
absent voter lists 


 


Yes  Yes – but see 
comment 


Would information from the 
Council’s financial systems be 
sufficient for the “record of 
transactions and sales” criterion? 


7. Public 
awareness 


Yes  Yes / No This is another area where cost 
is an important factor and should 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


strategy 
 


be taken into account.   This is 
an area where budgets are 
notoriously low, but there is also 
much anecdotal and 
documented evidence on large 
sums being spent on engaging 
the public with very little, or no, 
benefit. 
There is also no measure of the 
quality of the strategy. 


8. Working with 
partners 


 


Yes Most authorities will have 
formal/informal partnership 
working. 


No Some of these, for example 
records of meetings/discussions, 
appear to be required for the 
sole purpose of satisfying these 
standards.   Much of this type of 
in- and inter-authority working 
and co-operation is undertaken 
orally without written records of 
meetings and discussions, and 
we suggest that this type of 
evidence is not necessary. 


9. Communication 
of information 


 


No We consider that these 
standards are very hard to 
measure and that further 
consideration should be given to 
more measurable standards 


No While the evidence to support 
assessment is fairly straight-
forward, we consider that the 
effectiveness of the measures 
will not be tested. 


10. Accessibility of 
information 


Yes  Yes / No Again, no mention of cost of 
meeting, in particular, the “above 
performance standard”. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


11. Planning for 
rolling 
registration and 
the annual 
canvass 


 


Yes   Yes  But more documentation to be 
written and maintained. 


12. Recruitment and 
training 


 


Yes  With the high turnover of staff 
and seemingly endless changes 
in legislation and working 
practices, it is acknowledged that 
high quality training is essential.   
However, many authorities do 
not have sufficient budget to 
ensure that an adequate training 
programme is in place. 


Yes / No Difficult to evaluate the 
effectiveness of training.   
Schedules and plans can be 
prepared but the effectiveness is 
more difficult to evaluate. 


Q4  Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility 
of EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties?  


Yes, but we question the amount of documentation that is required to be put in place and kept up to date. 


Q5  How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper?  


As stated above, the preparation of the documentation required to meet the performance standards is considered to be 
reasonably straightforward, but the measures to evaluate the effectiveness of each of the standards appear to be lacking. 


 


Responses to ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk by no later than Friday 20 June 2008 


 








LANCASHIRE ELECTORAL ADMINISTRATORS GROUP 
 


Performance Standards Consultation Paper 


Response from the Lancashire Electoral Administrators Group 


13 June 2008 


  


Performance Standard 1. Using information sources to verify records: 


 This is achievable as it is more specific to compliance to legislation rather than a 
standard. 


 There should be set guidance on what records can or cannot be used for checking. 


 How are 'physical checks' shown on the statement of evidence? 


 Guidance should be given on when data collected from other records; how should this be 
interpreted  i.e. data collected from Council Tax, if a person is shown to be paying the 
council tax but do not appear on the register should they be added? 


 Guidance should be provided as to what 'statements of evidence' should be provided. 


 


Performance Standard 2. Property Database 


 As all authorities will have to comply with electoral registration data standards by 
December 2009, the  LLPG will become custodian, therefore part of the standard will be 
irrelevant. 


 Concerns that liaising with Social Services to exchange data may contradict the Data 
Protection Act. 


Inter-departmental control within the larger authorities gives better access to other council 
records to source information; two tier authorities are not always able to gain information 
as they do not have direct access. 


 Again this is more an indicator of compliance rather than a set standard. 


  


Performance Standard 3.  House-to-house enquiries 


 The majority of the standard is part of the ERO's statutory duty 


 Standard 3 goes above and beyond the statutory duty and we can see no need to make 
additional visits outside the canvass period. 


 Standard 3 may have more bearing if individual registration comes into effect in the future. 


  


Performance Standard 4. Accurate absent voter records and lists 


 This on the whole is compliance standard: 1 and 2 are undertaken as normal 
administration procedures. 


 Administrators are not able to check against dates of birth as no records are held by the 
ERO. 







  


This may be achievable if individual registration is introduced and dob is one of the 
requirements of registration at time of registration. 


 Guidance should be provided as to what 'statements of evidence' should be provided. 


  


Performance Standard 5.  Approach to maintaining the integrity of registration and 
absent vote applications 


 How can the process be measured and how do we formulate a risk assessment plan? 


 Integrity checks can be made on postal voting statements that have been rejected on 
signature or dob following an election; this can be conducted as an auditing exercise. 


 Standard 3, should the threshold for investigation be set in the standard - thresholds will 
vary across the regions. 


 Standard 2, administrators have informal systems in place - this is more intuition from 
experience as opposed to a formal plan; this would be difficult to formulate. 


Standards 4 & 5 are not deemed necessary  


Further guidance should be provided on 'statement of evidence'. 


  


Performance Standard 6. Supply and security of the register and absent voter lists 


 This is a statutory requirement, therefore this is a compliance rather than standard. 


 Standard 2, 'training plan' should be removed from standard, legislation and guidance is 
supplied, cannot provide training to everyone who is entitled to a copy of the register and 
absent voter lists. 


  


Performance Standard 7. Public strategy 


 How can you measure the success of an activity on promoting awareness? 


 Not every authority has the resources to develop and promote a strategy; again this is 
linked to the funding available to the larger authorities who have the resources as opposed 
to the smaller two tier authorities. 


 How can you produce an evaluation plan? 


  


Performance Standard 8.  Working with partners 


 Working with inter-departmental partners is beneficial if you are Unitary, Metropolitan 
authority; but it is difficult to achieve if you are two tier local authority as partners are not 
always based in the locality. 


 This is more of an indicator of 'best practice' but not measurable. 


 There is sometimes a duplication of resources ie EC 'home mover campaign'  a lot of 
authorities already work with C/Tax to included rolling registration forms; the result is that 
the administrators receive 2 forms from electors, duplication has an impact on resources 
for the authority and EC. 


  







 


 


Performance Standard 9.  Communication of information 


Performance Standard 10. Accessibility of information 


 Performance Standards 7,9 & 10 should be incorporated in to one standard as part of a 
project plan that should cover all aspects of the standards as they all interlink with each 
other. 


  


Performance Standard 11. Planning for rolling registration and the annual canvass 


 All the standards relate to the annual canvass and should therefore focus on the canvass; 
rolling registration should not be included. 


  


Performance Standard 12.  Recruitment and training 


 Definition - standard aims to ensure - the word 'ensure' should be removed; the ERO can 
have a plan but cannot 'ensure' recruitment 


   


Further comments on the standards 


This is an exercise of 'measure of activity' not of standards as the proposed standards 
cannot be put in to any objective, subjective, or measurable context. 


 How does the 'standards' measure up to the Government's lines on reducing standards; 
electoral administration is a small if not insignificant part of the authority yet it will be 
subjected to undertaking the largest number of 'performance standards' in comparison to 
other departments. 


 It is felt the standards have been aimed at the larger authorities who have the resources 
available especially the London Boroughs, Unitary and Mets, no consideration has been 
given to the two tier local authorities. 


 A simple process of Performance Standards has now been made very complex. 


 It may be that the whole process of registration needs to be reviewed. Is there a need for 
an annual canvass? 


 There are concerns about the inadequacy of independent verification proposed against 
the self-assessment framework and the lack of specific targets in some areas - for 
example in relation to the conduct of the annual canvass - it is possible that some less 
scrupulous EROs will over-state their activity to bolster their performance against 
standards. 


 













 
Salford City Council’s Principal Electoral Services Officer’s response to the 
consultation paper issued by The Electoral Commission on Performance 


Standards for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 
 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 1: Using information sources to verify records 
 
Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, reference is 
made in making contact with local secondary schools and colleges. We 
have tried to obtain this information but the schools are colleges will not 
release the information. The Commission need to take this into account as 
it is unfair if authorities meet all of the other requirements within the “above” 
category, but are unable to achieve “above” status through no fault of their 
own. However the Commission could rectify this through the supply of 
evidence – either a statement outlining when the information was 
requested but the reasons why the information was unable to be supplied 
or a copy of the email/letter requesting the information and the response. 
 


 
 
 


Performance Standard 2: Property database 
 
Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, reference is 
made to maintaining the accuracy of the property database by using GIS. 
Consideration needs to be taken as to whether authorities can afford to 
purchase such a system – I know it states on page 6 that the Government 
does not agree that significant changes should be made to the funding 
arrangements for electoral services, but if authorities are having 
performance standards imposed upon them and certain “above” 
performance standards may incur extra financial spending in order to meet 
the standard, then in my opinion some form of expenses claim system must 
be established. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
Performance Standard 3: House-to-house enquiries 
 
Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, reference is 
made to having a strategy in place for personal visits throughout the year. I 
believe that that this strategy does not have to be limited to house-to-house 
enquires, as the definition and reasoning behind this performance standard 
is to ensure all eligible residents are registered. At Salford we have a 
strategy which is in place that when all housing tenants sign their tenancy 
agreement, they also complete a rolling registration form – although we are 
not making a personal visit to the property, the information obtained is the 
same. 
 


 
 
 


Performance Standard 4: Accurate absent vote records and lists 
 
Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, another 
performance measure could be that when an elector has moved and the 
absent voter record deleted, if the forwarding address is known a fresh 
postal vote application should be sent to the elector. 
 


 
 
 


Performance Standard 5: Approach to maintaining the integrity of 
registration and absent vote applications 
 
Subject: Integrity 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, consideration 
also needs to be given to requiring identification in support of an 
application. At Salford when a form is sent direct from the elections office to 
a home address, no identification is required, but when a form is either 
downloaded from the website or an elector makes a personal visit to the 
Civic Centre then 2 forms of id, are requested to try and alleviate fraudulent 
claims.   (One stating the elector’s identity and the other confirming an 
elector’s address). 
 


 
 
 
 
 







 
 


Performance Standard 6: Supply and security of the register and 
absent voter lists 
 
Subject: Integrity 
 
Comments: All standards are achievable 
 


 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 7: Public awareness strategy 
 
Subject: Participation 
 
Comments: The Commission needs to take into account that in some 
authorities the Media and Communications Division develop and maintain 
all public awareness strategies within the Council, and therefore a written 
strategy is in place but it is part of the bigger picture, and not solely for 
electoral registration.  
 


 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 8: Working with partners 
 
Subject: Participation 
 
Comments: These reiterate comments made for Performance Standard 1 
– The Commission need to take into account that where an ERO has 
investigated joint working methods but the 
directorate/authority/organisation contacted has not agreed to the 
suggested practice, then again the Commission should rectify this through 
the supply of evidence – either a statement outlining when the partner was 
contacted, together with the idea suggested and the response obtained. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 


Performance Standard 9: Communication of information 
 
Subject: Participation 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, another 
performance measure could be the undertaking of some form of customer 
service questionnaire, to ensure that information meets the needs and 
demands of the target audience. In Salford we conduct an annual 
democratic services customer service questionnaire, which is distributed to 
all Members. This ensures that we consult with one of our target audience 
and enables us to look at how information is currently communicated and 
what improvements can be made. This exercise is also carried out through 
the Council’s “Big Listening Survey”, which is distributed to approximately 
7,000 random addresses within Salford City Council. 
 


 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 10: Accessibility of information 
 
Subject: Participation 
 
Comments: All standards are achievable 
 


 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 11: Planning for rolling registration and the 
annual canvass 
 
Subject: Planning and organisation 
 
Comments: In relation to the “above” performance standard, I feel that this 
performance standard needs further clarification…..it is rather vague, and 
needs clearer assessment criteria.  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 


Performance Standard 12: Recruitment and training 
 
Subject: Planning and organisation 
 
Comments: In relation to the “meets” performance standard, I feel that the 
requirement of a recruitment plan needs further clarification from the 
Commission as to the exact requirements.  
 
In relation to the “above” performance standard, further evidence could be 
an attendance sheet signed by canvassers who attend training/briefing 
sessions. 
 


 








Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
Performance standard 1: Using information sources to verify records 


Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 


Supports vision themes:  
 
Integrity – a secure process for 
registration and voting 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure EROs use appropriate sources of information to verify records on the register of electors. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 
standard 


1. The ERO relies solely on annual canvass returns and 
rolling registration applications to maintain the register of 
electors and uses no other sources of information to verify 
records. 


  


2. The ERO uses the local authority records they have the 
power to inspect to verify records on the register of 
electors during the annual canvass period only. 


  


Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO is pro-active in identifying and using available 
local authority records throughout the year to verify and 
validate data held on the electoral register. Also acts on 
information received from other EROs identifying electors 
who may no longer be resident in the authority area. 


  Statement as to what records are 
checked and when 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. The ERO takes a proactive approach to identifying and 
contacting persons who may be entitled to be registered, 
including (as a minimum): making contact with local 
secondary schools or colleges to identify potential 
attainers; using information from land charges or council 
tax records to identify residents of newly occupied 
properties (we currently do this – surely this is part of the 
performance standard highlighted above). 


  Statement as to what records are 
checked and when 


 Outline of what contact is made and 
what action taken 







 


 


Performance standard 2: Property Database 


Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 


 


Supports vision themes:  
 
Integrity – a secure process for 
registration and voting 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure EROs use appropriate sources of information to verify records on the register of electors. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 
standard 


1. The ERO takes no specific steps to maintain an 
accurate property database. 


  


2. The ERO updates a property database on an annual 
basis only, following the annual canvass. 


  


Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO maintains a property database on a 
continuous basis throughout the year, using available local 
authority records including council tax, planning and 
building control and the authority’s Local Land and 
Property Gazetteer (LLPG)/Corporate Address Gazetteer 
(CAG) 


  Statement of what records have been 
checked and how often  


 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. The ERO maintains a property database on a 
continuous basis by using available local authority records 
and other activities such as liaising with social services to 
establish details of residential and care homes. The ERO 
takes further steps to maintain the accuracy of the property 
database by as using Geographic Information System 
(GIS)  In what way?. 


  Statement of what records have been 
checked and how often 


 
 







 


Performance standard 3: House-to-House enquiries   
 
Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 


 


Supports vision themes:  
 
Integrity – a secure process for registration 
and voting 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs make house-to-house enquiries where necessary, so that they can ensure that all 
eligible residents are registered. 
 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 
standard 


1. The ERO has no plan setting out when to carry out 
house to house enquiries.   


  


Performance 
standard 


2. The ERO has documented plans and has put in place 
policies and procedures to ensure that properties which 
have not otherwise responded to the annual canvass 
are visited by a door-to-door canvasser on at least one 
or more occasion, and maintains accurate records of the 
contact with residents made by canvassers. This 
standard is great in theory but for large geographic 
district costs become prohibitive – esp considering the 
Council has a very high return 


  Canvassing procedures and policies 
 Canvass results records 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


3. The ERO has developed and put in place a specific 
strategy for carrying out House-to-House enquiries 
including monitoring canvasser performance. A strategy 
is in place providing for personal visits to be carried out 
throughout the year (there would be no capacity to do 
this in some districts as staff have other roles as well as 


  Canvassing strategy 







 


elections/electoral roll) in connection with the 
identification of eligible residents in conjunction with 
plans for identifying potential newly eligible residents. 
We would never be able to do this being  


 
 
Performance standard 4: Accurate absent vote records and lists  
 
Subject: Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 


 


Supports vision themes:  
 
Integrity – a secure process for 
registration and voting 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs maintain accurate records and lists of applications for absent votes. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 
standard 


1. The ERO processes absent vote applications, but takes 
no further steps to ensure that absent vote records and lists 
are kept accurate and up to date. 


  


Performance 
standard 


2. The ERO undertakes a process to ensure that all records 
and lists are accurate and takes steps to ensure that electors 
who are reported as having moved or died are removed from 
the absent voter records and lists, after proper enquiries 
have been made. 


  Statement of process taken 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


3. The ERO carries out checks on the signatures and dates 
of birth provided on sample of absent vote applications 
against any other signature or date of birth that they hold or 
that they are entitled to inspect. 
 
Have major problems with this:  


  Statement of how sample devised 







 


1. There is an issue regarding people knowing what their 
data is being used for. 


2. The Council does not keep a complete set of dates of 
birth/signatures. So the case could (and probably 
would) where someone legitimate may have their 
application rejected because the ERO can check the 
record and identifiers don’t match (perhaps due to old 
age) and for a fraudulent application the council is 
less likely to hold identifier information  


3. This would be fine if there is individual registration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Integrity 
 
Performance standard 5: Approach to maintaining the integrity of registration and absent 
vote applications 
 
Subject: Integrity  


Supports vision themes:  
 
Integrity – a secure process for 
registration and voting 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs have in place a process to identify any patterns of activity that might indicate 
electoral malpractice. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 







 


Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 
standard 


1. The ERO has no system in place to check the integrity 
of registration and absent vote applications. 


  


2. The ERO has an informal system in place to check the 
integrity of registration and absent vote applications. 


  


Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO has documented plans and has put in place 
policies and procedures outlining what steps are to be 
taken to deal with concerns about specific registration or 
absent vote applications and has developed appropriate 
links to local police forces (what about lack of interest 
from the police) for referrals of suspicious applications. 
The ERO also has in place a threshold number of absent 
vote applications being directed to any one address. The 
ERO retains registration forms for the life of the register 
and original absent vote applications are kept for the 
minimum legislative period. 


  Plan 
 Statement of what the threshold is  


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. The ERO has developed and put in place a risk 
assessment plan for identifying and dealing with 
registration and absent vote applications which may be of 
concern, in particular applications from multi-resident 
properties, those requesting signature waivers for absent 
votes, and multiple applications for redirection of absent 
votes to a single address. The ERO acknowledges all 
applications for registration and absent voting beyond the 
statutory notice. 


  Risk assessment plan 


5. The ERO evaluates the risk assessment plan for 
identifying and dealing with registration and absent vote 
applications which may be of concern. The ERO engages 
with staff in other council services to carry out checks and 


  Statement of who the ERO engages 
with and how often and what is done 







 


offers advice to staff of multi-elector establishments such 
as landlords, wardens, care staff and other 
accommodation administrators on the registration and 
absent voting process. 


 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Performance standard 6: Supply and security of the register and absent voter lists 
 
Subject: Integrity  


Supports vision themes:  
 
Integrity – a secure process for 
registration and voting 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that once published, the ERO ensures the full register is made available for public 
inspection and supplies copies of the register and absent voter lists to those prescribed in legislation. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Below 
minimum 
standard 


1. The ERO is not always able to supply electoral 
registration information to those entitled to receive it on 
time. 


  


Minimum 
standard 


2. There is demonstrable and timely publication and 
supply of the electoral registers and absent voter lists to 
those entitled to receive it and the ERO provides training 


  Statement of time published 
 Training plan or copy of guidance 







 


or guidance to those staff who will be supervising access 
to the register.  


given 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


3. The ERO records all transactions of sales of the full 
and edited register and maintains an up to date record of 
the details of those organisations entitled to receive it. 
The ERO provides guidance for recipients of the register 
as to the correct usage of their copy of the register. 


  Record of transactions and sales 
 Copy of guidance 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participation 
 
Performance standard 7: Public awareness strategy 
 
Subject: Participation  


Supports vision themes:  
 
User focus – an easy and accessible 
process for candidates and electors 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs develop and maintain an effective and appropriate public awareness 
strategy. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 


1. The ERO has no public awareness strategy in place.   
2. The ERO has an informal public awareness plan but 
does not have a written strategy 


  







 


performance 
standard 
Performance 
standard 


3. Public awareness strategy is documented outlining 
objectives, resources and success measures for each 
activity with consideration given to the audiences needed 
to be reached. Progress against the strategy is monitored. 


  Written strategy 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. Public awareness strategy is documented and progress 
against this is monitored.  This includes specific 
participation budget, plans for different activities at 
different parts of the year, identifies those audiences who 
are under-registered or less likely to participate, and 
assesses the needs of these different audiences and the 
most effective methods of reaching them. There are 
specific evaluation methods for each activity, and 
audience-specific objectives and targets have been set 
from the start. 


  Written strategy 
 Evaluation plan 


 
Performance standard 8: Working with partners 
 
Subject: Participation  


Supports vision themes:  
 
User focus – an easy and accessible 
process for candidates and electors 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs has taken steps to research the merits in working with appropriate partners, 
and works with them where appropriate. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 


1. The ERO has given no consideration to working with 
any possible partners. 


  


2. The ERO has given basic thought to working with 
partners but has not evaluated the merits of doing so. 


  







 


standard 
Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO has consulted with other departments within 
the local authority to ensure that duplication of effort and 
unnecessary expenditure is avoided. The ERO has also 
investigated and undertaken joint working methods with 
other departments to promote electoral participation. 


  Records of meetings/discussions/ 
correspondence with other 
departments 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. The ERO works with other departments within the local 
authority and has consulted with external bodies in order 
to determine whether working together can aid 
performance. Joint work has been undertaken where 
appropriate. (Not sure how this would work in the real 
world) 


  Records of meetings/discussions/ 
correspondence with other 
departments and external bodies 


 Record of work undertaken 


5. The ERO has identified and recorded potential and 
actual partners and the ways in which such work can aid 
performance. The ERO has also developed an evaluation 
methodology for all activities undertaken with external 
partners and uses this to plan future work. 


  Records of meetings/discussions/ 
correspondence with other 
departments 


 Record of work undertaken and 
evaluation of it 


 
Performance standard 9: Communication of information 
 
Subject: Participation  (not sure this is significantly different from standard 7) 


Supports vision themes:  
 
User focus – an easy and accessible 
process for candidates and electors 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs effectively communicate electoral registration information. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 


1. The ERO has no plans or processes to ensure that 
information is correctly and appropriately communicated. 


  


2. The ERO follows relevant legislative guidelines when 
deciding on the appropriate communication of information.  


  







 


standard Information is communicated via a number of channels. 
Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO has ensured that information is disseminated 
in a number of mediums appropriate to the audience. The 
ERO has ensured that all communication provides a 
response mechanism to allow the public to respond or find 
out further information. 


  Statement as to what methods of 
dissemination are used 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. Dissemination routes are tailored as required to fit pre-
determined audiences. The ERO takes expert advice to 
ensure that the information is correctly tailored. 
Appropriate technology is used in accordance with best 
practice. There are response mechanisms on all forms of 
communication. 


  Statement as to what methods of 
dissemination are used 


 Record of advice taken 


5. The ERO has considered pooling resources and 
communication channels with other partners. Response 
mechanisms are included on all forms of communication. 
The ERO measures and records the success of different 
dissemination methods and bases future work on this 
evaluation. 


  Evaluation plan 


 
 
Performance standard 10: Accessibility of information 
 
Subject: Participation  


Supports vision themes:  
 
User focus – an easy and accessible 
process for candidates and electors 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs provide accessible information to encourage registration applications. 
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 


1. The ERO provides information in a standard format and 
has not considered the need for offering accessible 


  







 


meeting the 
performance 
standard 


information in translation or alternate formats.  
 


Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO provides accessible information at council 
offices and on the website (why just these two – what 
about libraries etc?) in the appropriate languages and 
formats, following relevant legislative guidelines. Research 
has been undertaken to determine the languages and 
formats necessary. 


  Website links 
 Record of research undertaken 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. Specific research has been carried out and/or 
appropriate organisations have been consulted to 
determine the best languages and formats of 
communicating with the relevant audiences. The ERO is 
responsive to changes in the local authority area and 
actively researches whether further formats or languages 
are necessary. The ERO’s staff provides support for those 
who have difficulty filling out the necessary forms both at 
council offices and at the electors’ homes. 


  Statement  of what monitoring 
takes place  


 Policy for providing support 


Planning and organisation 
 
Performance standard 11: Planning for rolling registration and the annual canvass 
 
Subject: Planning and organisation 


Supports vision themes:  
 
Professionalism – a clear and 
consistent approach to delivery 
 


Definition: This standard aims to ensure that EROs have developed robust planning processes for rolling registration and the 
annual canvass.  
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 







 


Not 
currently 
meeting the 
performance 
standard 


1. The ERO has no specific plans in place for either the 
annual canvass or rolling registration processes, and 
relies on past experience only.  


  


2. The ERO maintains a written but informal plan, and 
relies on unstructured management controls such as 
verbal or email updates; Objectives, risks and resource 
availability are not formally documented. 


  Written plan 


Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO has put in place formal, written plans for 
rolling registration and the annual canvass, which 
identifies objectives, success measures, risks and 
resources. Risk management plans set out the steps put 
in place to address identified risks, including appropriate 
insurance arrangements. 


  Written plan 
 Risk management plan 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. The ERO has put in place formal, written plans for 
rolling registration and the annual canvass, which also 
include plans for different activities at different parts of the 
year, and formally evaluates the success of different 
activities. 


  Written plan  
 Risk management plan 
 Evaluation plan and reports 
 


 
Performance standard 12: Recruitment and training  
 
Subject: Planning and organisation 


Supports vision themes:  
 
Professionalism – a clear and 
consistent approach to delivery 
 


Definition: This standard aims ensure that EROs have recruited and appropriately trained their staff to deliver the rolling 
registration and annual canvass process.  
Performance against the standard Assessment Evidence to support assessment 
Not 
currently 


1. The ERO does not review recruitment practises each 
year and provides no training to either permanent or 


  







 


meeting the 
performance 
standard 


temporary staff. 
2. The ERO provides sufficient training for permanent 
members of staff to ensure awareness and 
understanding of legislative requirements. 


  Schedule of training activities 


Performance 
standard 


3. The ERO provides sufficient training to both 
permanent and temporary staff to ensure awareness 
and understanding of legislative requirements. The 
ERO has put in place a recruitment plan to ensure that 
there is sufficient staff to enable the ERO to carry out 
their statutory functions.  


  Schedule of training activities 
 Recruitment plan 


Above the 
performance 
standard 


4. The ERO has put in place a recruitment plan to 
ensure that all efforts are made to provide the ERO with 
a sufficient and appropriate complement of staff, and 
evaluates the effectiveness of the plan on an annual 
basis. The ERO has put in place a training plan for both 
permanent and temporary staff, and evaluates the 
effectiveness of the plan on an annual basis.  


  Schedule of training activities 
 Training plan 
 Recruitment plan 
 Evaluation plan and reports 
 







 


 





















SOUTHERN BRANCH OF THE AEA  
Performance standards for  


Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 
Consultation Response 


Q1  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


While we welcome the fact that the Commission has taken note of the views expressed on the earlier draft proposals to 
the effect that there was too much emphasis on the quantitative indicators and not enough on the qualitative, we feel 
that the current draft standards are now perhaps too vague to form the basis of meaningful indicators of performance 
against a standard.   There is, for example, no mention of cost of service or of meeting the various level of standard.   
The three principles usually attaching to performance standards – efficiency, effectiveness and quality – would be 
difficult to measure against the standards as they are currently drafted.   Many of the “Performance Standards” are the 
legal requirements.  We question the need to prepare the number of written documents set out in the measures when 
these are the basic legal requirements.   While each is unlikely to be particularly onerous, when all are taken together 
they could amount to a significant, time-consuming task, firstly to prepare and, secondly, to maintain. 


Q2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 
criteria? 


Q3  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 
whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Answers to Questions 2 and 3 
Standard No. 


/Topic 
Approp 


Defined? 
Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 


Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


1. Using 
information 
sources to verify 
records 


Yes (but 
Land 


Charges 
unlikely to 


The “above the performance 
standard” is rather weak as most 
EROs should be doing most, if 
not all, of the actions set out as 


Yes No record required of 
effectiveness of the measures 
taken – surely this should be a 
fundamental to determining 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


 be 
appropriate 


contact) 


most are a legal requirement. whether the steps taken are 
bringing about a worthwhile 
improvement? 


2. Property 
database 


 


Yes Again the “above performance 
standard” is not particularly 
challenging.   By 1st December 
2009 property matching must 
have been completed. 


Yes   


3. House-to-house 
enquiries 


 


In urban 
areas – yes 


 
In rural 


areas – no 
(Meaning of 


second 
sentence of 


“above 
performance 


standard” 
not 


understood) 


Rural authorities with sparsely 
populated areas will find this 
standard difficult, or extremely 
expensive, to achieve.   These 
authorities often use alternative 
methods to a house-to-house 
canvass such as written 
reminders to achieve a 
response.   But, in urban areas, 
where house-to-house enquiries 
are made, meeting the standard 
should not present difficulties.   


No This is an area where we feel 
that cost should be identified.  As 
mentioned, it would be extremely 
expensive for all rural authorities 
to carry out a personal canvass 
to every property.   The cost 
should be weighed against 
results in order to establish the 
effectiveness of this measure. 


4. Accurate absent 
vote records and 
lists 


 


Yes No target set for sample checks 
– would 10 be adequate?   To 
make it more meaningful, 
perhaps a percentage of current 
postal voters should be laid 
down.   EROs for non-unitary 
authorities are likely to 
experience more difficulty than 


Yes  While we think it would be more 
meaningful for a minimum 
percentage of checks to be 
stipulated, we do not advocate 
this at this stage because of the 
difficulties likely to be 
experienced by non-unitary 
authorities. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


those in unitaries in checking 
signatures and dates of birth as 
they will have access to a 
smaller pool of records against 
which signatures and dates of 
birth may be checked, for 
example education and social 
services records 


5. Approach to 
maintaining the 
integrity of 
registration and 
absent vote 
applications 


 


Yes Again, EROs for unitary 
authorities will have easier 
access to a wider contact group 
than their non-unitary 
counterparts 


Yes  Difficult to see instances where 
the ERO will acknowledge 
applications for registration and 
absent voting beyond the 
statutory notice, when all rolling 
registration applications and for 
absent votes must be 
acknowledged by law.   It 
appears that the only scope for 
meeting the “above standard” 
criteria is to acknowledge all 
applications for registration 
during the canvass period.   This 
would be costly and the cost-
effectiveness should be 
measure. 


6. Supply and 
security of the 
register and 
absent voter lists 


 


Yes  Yes – but see 
comment 


Would information from the 
Council’s financial systems be 
sufficient for the “record of 
transactions and sales” criterion? 


7. Public 
awareness 


Yes  Yes / No This is another area where cost 
is an important factor and should 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


strategy 
 


be taken into account.   This is 
an area where budgets are 
notoriously low, but there is also 
much anecdotal and 
documented evidence on large 
sums being spent on engaging 
the public with very little, or no, 
benefit. 
There is also no measure of the 
quality of the strategy. 


8. Working with 
partners 


 


Yes Most authorities will have 
formal/informal partnership 
working. 


No Some of these, for example 
records of meetings/discussions, 
appear to be required for the 
sole purpose of satisfying these 
standards.   Much of this type of 
in- and inter-authority working 
and co-operation is undertaken 
orally without written records of 
meetings and discussions, and 
we suggest that this type of 
evidence is not necessary. 


9. Communication 
of information 


 


No We consider that these 
standards are very hard to 
measure and that further 
consideration should be given to 
more measurable standards 


No While the evidence to support 
assessment is fairly straight-
forward, we consider that the 
effectiveness of the measures 
will not be tested. 


10. Accessibility of 
information 


Yes  Yes / No Again, no mention of cost of 
meeting, in particular, the “above 
performance standard”. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


11. Planning for 
rolling 
registration and 
the annual 
canvass 


 


Yes   Yes  But more documentation to be 
written and maintained. 


12. Recruitment and 
training 


 


Yes  With the high turnover of staff 
and seemingly endless changes 
in legislation and working 
practices, it is acknowledged that 
high quality training is essential.   
However, many authorities do 
not have sufficient budget to 
ensure that an adequate training 
programme is in place. 


Yes / No Difficult to evaluate the 
effectiveness of training.   
Schedules and plans can be 
prepared but the effectiveness is 
more difficult to evaluate. 


Q4  Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility 
of EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties?  


Yes, but we question the amount of documentation that is required to be put in place and kept up to date. 


Q5  How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper?  


As stated above, the preparation of the documentation required to meet the performance standards is considered to be 
reasonably straightforward, but the measures to evaluate the effectiveness of each of the standards appear to be lacking. 


 


Responses to ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk by no later than Friday 20 June 2008 
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Danny Creighton


From: Edwards, Julie <JEdwards@sholland.gov.uk>
Sent: 20 June 2008 12:36
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Comments on Performance Standards Consultation Paper


Dear Lindsey  


I would like to make the following comments/observations in connection with the consultation 
paper on the draft performance standards: 


Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for ERO's?  
Yes, however there is not a standard which measures the success of the efforts made by 
authorities to compile accurate registers at the annual canvass. An indicator recording the 
percentage of completed forms received during the canvass would measure this indicator. 


Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need 
for clear, objective assessment criteria? 


Yes, the standards are appropriately defined.  


Does the 'evidence to support assessment' section of each standard outline appropriate 
and sufficient evidence to justify  whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Yes generally the evidence section is appropriate and sufficient.  I would however make the 
following comments:  
Standard 2 - in relation to maintaining an accurate property database and using information from 
the LLPG, I would suggest that, after the required deadline to comply with the data standards of 
CORE by 1 December 2009, a statement that all properties and all new properties have been 
linked to the LLPG and a UPRN has been recorded against every property be required as 
evidence to support the assessment. 


How straightforward it is to collect and measure performance information in relation to the 
standards proposed?  
The majority of the evidence should be straightforward to collect but I would make the following 
comments:  
Standard 8 - the evidence identified for standard 8 is identified as records of 
meetings/discussions/correspondence with other departments - this may not be easy to provide as 
often discussions are taken informally with other departments without any formal records. 


In addition  I would like to make the following general comments:  


 In my opinion the standards do not have sufficient levels, and I would suggest an additional 
level between not meeting the standard and meeting the performance standard - this would 
recognise where an authority is close to meeting the standard. 


 Standard 10 does not have a level 2. 


 


Regards  
Julie Edwards  
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Electoral Administrator  
South Holland District Council  
Direct Dial 01775 764556  
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Response to:  Performance Standards for Electoral Registration 
   Officers in Great Britain. 
 
Name: Catherine Ruelens 
 
Job Title: Electoral Services Co-ordinator 
 
On behalf of: Teignbridge District Council 
 
 
Since 2000, numerous significant legislative and administrative changes have 
been imposed on Electoral Services.  A lack of consistency has been 
contributed to by confusing and complex legislation; insufficient and opaque 
funding; inappropriate and inadequate accountability mechanisms for 
independent office holders. 
 
The Electoral Administration Act 2006 (EAA) amended the Political Parties, 
Elections and Referendums Act 2000 (PPERA) to give the Electoral 
Commission powers to set standards of performance for Electoral 
Registration Officers (EROs). 
 
The key performance areas identified in the performance standards come 
under four subject headings: 
 
 Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records 
 Integrity 
 Participation 
 Planning and organisation 


 
It is our view that these headings do broadly reflect the overall key 
performance issues for EROs, for the following reasons: 
 
1. A complete and accurate register is the basis of the entire democratic 
 process.  Without a complete and accurate register we would not be 
 able to assess a reliable percentage turnout for elections, as many 
 people would be disenfranchised.  There would be a larger number  of 
 deceased or moved electors on the register which would reflect a 
 lower turnout than was actually the case.   
 
2. Integrity is the most important element.  Following recent high profile 
 petitions it is imperative that electors are satisfied that they have 
 access to a secure process both for registration and voting and have 
 confidence in the electoral process.  Integrity is an important factor in 
 supporting aim 1 – a complete and accurate register.    
 
3. Encouraging greater participation is fundamental in supporting both 
 aims 1 and 2 – a complete and accurate register and the integrity of the 
 system. 
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4. Elections are high profile events which need to be underpinned by 
 proper planning and organisation.  The registration process runs hand 
 in hand with this.  A well planned and managed approach supports 
 aims 1, 2, and 3 - a complete and accurate register, integrity and 
 participation.   
 
From an Electoral Services perspective we support the idea of performance 
standards and welcome the opportunity for benchmarking.  However, the 
ERO (also Chief Executive of the Council) is concerned about this additional 
requirement to supply Performance Indicators (PI’s) after receiving assurance 
from Government that the overall number of PI’s would be reduced and 
number no more than 198. While recognising the Commissions powers to do 
so, it is in conflict with the Government’s stated intentions and it is therefore 
being questioned why Electoral Services should be singled out in this way?  
 
Additionally, there are one or two areas where we feel that the measure by 
which compliance with the standard is assessed is not appropriate.  We would 
therefore like to address each standard, as follows: 
 
 
Performance standard 1: 
 
There is no issue with the assessment of compliance with this standard. 
 
 
Performance standard 2: 
 
There is no issue with the assessment of compliance with this standard. 
 
 
 
Performance standard 3: 
 
If performance standards 1 and 2 are complied with and new residents and 
properties are identified from other council records, we do not feel that 
personal visits throughout the year to identify new residents are necessary.  In 
a large rural area it would neither be practical or cost effective to send 
canvassers to make personal visits all year round.  To reach ‘above 
performance standard’ it should be sufficient to have a canvassing strategy 
which includes - providing personal visits throughout the year to identify newly 
eligible residents, only where it is judged to be necessary. 
 
 
Performance standard 4: 
 
To achieve ‘above performance standard’ the ERO must carry out checks on 
the signatures and dates of birth, provided on sample of absent vote 
applications, against any other signature or date of birth they hold or are 
entitled to inspect.  It is our view that without a system of individual voter 
registration this is impossible to comply with as there are virtually no other 
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records to compare with.  It may be the case that in large unitary authorities 
the ERO does have access to other suitable records, but at a district level this 
is not the case.  Should the ERO be penalised by being unable to exceed the 
standard simply because he/she does not have access to suitable records? 
 
 
Performance standard 5: 
 
To meet the performance standard an ERO has to retain registration forms for 
the life of the register and original absent vote applications for the minimum 
legislative period.   
 
Does this refer to rolling registration forms only, or does it include the canvass 
form?  Many local authorities hold electronic images of all forms, but do not 
necessarily keep the original forms.  Some authorities keep all forms 
regardless, simply because they have always done so, not because they have 
taken an informed decision to do so.  Other authorities, Teignbridge included, 
have sought legal advice concerning the practice of keeping scanned 
documents and have made an informed choice to rely on stored electronic 
images.  Our own legal advice is that we could comply with section 69 of The 
Police & Criminal Evidence Act 1984 by submitting a scanned form as 
evidence.  It is felt that the standard does not support a modern, innovative 
office environment. 
 
EC guidance has suggested that original forms could be forensically 
examined in cases of fraud.  Whilst we dispute that any useful forensic 
evidence could be retrieved from these forms, we understand and accept the 
need to retain original absent vote applications in order to make meaningful 
signature comparisons in cases of suspected fraud.  However, this is then at 
odds with the fact that absent vote applications can be accepted by fax, or 
sent as a scanned attachment to an e-mail.  Why insist on keeping original 
applications when faxes and scanned applications are considered to be 
acceptable?  How do these differ from any other electronically stored image? 
 
 
Performance standard 6: 
 
Why is it necessary to keep records of sales of the edited register as it is 
freely available for sale to any person, for any purpose? 
 
 
Performance standards 7 to 12: 
 
There are no issues with the assessment of compliance with these standards. 
 
 
The EAA introduced performance standards to: 
 
 support greater consistency of practice across Great Britain 
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 give transparency and accountability for the delivery of electoral 
services 


 maintain and support high standards in the improvement of 
performance 


 
The standards will apply directly to EROs in their individual capacity as 
independent statutory office holders, not to the local authority. 
The Commission has power to set the performance standards, but it has not 
been given power to direct EROs in the exercise of their statutory duties, and 
has no power to enforce compliance with the standards. 
 
EROs will be asked to report on their performance against the standards, 
using an electronic method of self-assessment.  Self assessment will be 
accompanied by a limited form of verification by the Electoral Commission.  
The Commission may request to see the supporting evidence but, as we 
understand it, the Commission has no power to insist on seeing it.  Therefore 
we feel that any benchmarking may not be completely accurate as the self-
assessment will be dependant on the interpretation and submission of 
individual EROs.  We therefore wish to know how pro-active the Commission 
will be in reviewing the evidence to support effective verification of the self-
assessment process and how likely it is that the Commission will be given 
powers to monitor and enforce performance against the standards? 
 
Without the Commission having power to monitor performance and inspect 
the evidence, it is our view there is a danger that this could become a 
somewhat pointless and meaningless annual data collecting exercise. 
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Danny Creighton


From: Phil Davies <phil.davies@chorley.gov.uk>
Sent: 16 June 2008 14:33
To: Lindsey Taber
Cc: Andrew Docherty; Carol Russell
Subject: CHORLEY - EC CONSULTATION REPLY
Attachments: Chorley-Reply to PF for EROs-June 08.doc


Hi Lindsey, attached is Chorley Borough Council's reply and comments to the consulation "Performance Standards 
for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain". 
  
In addition you should be receiving a reply from the Lancashire branch of the AEA to which we have also had an 
input. This was recorded by Sandra Hardy (EC RLO North West) at a meeting on 13 June 2008 and I assume Sandra 
will forward this to you. 
  
Could you please acknowledge receipt of this e mail. 
  
Regards 
  
Phil 
  
Phil Davies 
Principal Corporate Support Officer 
Chorley Council 
DD: 01257 515131 
  


Chorley Council is rated "Excellent and Improving" for its customer services by the 
independent Audit Commission. 


Chorley Council, Making Chorley Smile. 


 


  
 
Chorley Council - Beacon Authority 2008-2009  
Transforming Services: Citizen Engagement & Empowerment 
 
This e-mail and any attached files are confidential and may also be legally privileged. They are intended 
solely for the intended addressee. If they have come to you in error you must not use, copy or communicate 
them to anyone. Please advise the sender and permanently delete the e-mail and attachments.  
 
Please note that while Chorley Council has policies in place requiring its staff to use e-mail in an 
appropriate manner, any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not 
necessarily reflect the views of Chorley Council. 
 
Chorley Council may monitor e-mails sent or received. 
________________________________________________________________ 
This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Star. 
________________________________________________________________________ 








Performance standards for electoral registration officers - Electoral 
Commission consultation paper, March 2008 


 
 


Response by the Electoral Registration Officer 
and electoral administrators of Sevenoaks District Council 


 
 
1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for 
EROs? 
 


 Yes 
 
2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into 
account the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
 


 The performance standards need to be broken down into separate 
numbered items. At present they are all rolled into one, unlike (in 
the main) the items listed below and above the performance 
standard which are individually numbered (e.g. performance 
standard 5 - numbered paragraph 3 contains three separate items) 


 The second item of performance standard 1 (“Also acts on 
information received from other EROs identifying electors who 
may no longer be resident in the authority area”) should be 
moved under the row for ‘Not currently meeting the performance 
standard’ as this really is a basic matter that should be carried out 
automatically 


 Delete “as” from last line of item 4 of performance standard 2 
 Item 3 of performance standard 3 should be split into two. New 


item 4 could read “Personal visits, properly documented, to be 
carried out throughout the year in response to information 
received regarding new residents.” 


 The last sentence of item 3 of performance standard 5 should be 
re-worded to reflect paragraphs 5.7 and 1.39 of the Commission’s 
publication “Managing electoral registration in Great Britain .….”. 
To my knowledge there is no “minimum legislative period” 


 Performance standard 10 has no item 2 
 
3. Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard 
outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has met 
the performance standard? 
 


 Performance standard 3, item 3 - add “Canvass results records” 
 







4. EROs - do you agree that these standards reflect the level of 
performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility of 
EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties? 
 


 Yes, subject to views given in response to 2 above 
 
5. Electoral administrators - how straightforward is it to collect and 
measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper? 
 


 Most of the evidence required is in the form of a statement, plan 
or strategy; so this is achievable but will require time to set-up 
initially 








East Midlands Post Election Seminar – Leicester Racecourse  
 
Performance Standards     Tuesday 6 May 2008 
 
Overall the vast majority of comments were positive but I got the feeling that 
the administrators felt that the purpose of the standards was to enable them to 
campaign for more money/resources and that we would be auditing them 
individually (which is something they welcomed). 
 
Is a balance between qualitative standards and quantitative measures 
the right way to consider performance?  
 
 The consensus was that the balance between the quantitative and 
qualitative information was correct and that the standards were pitched at the 
right level. However, a common comment was whether meeting all the 
standards would guarantee an improvement in performance in the longer 
term. 
 
 A need to contextualise any data to consider staffing, resources and type 
of area – urban or rural for example. 
 
 Not particularly outcome focused. 
 
How can we best deliver verification and further targeted support? 
 
 Use of family groups (such as CIPFA) or “buddying up” with local 
authorities as well as further, specific guidance from the Commission. 
 
 Exceptional reporting to audit only the best or worst performing local 
authorities or a random sample to audit. 
 
 Internal auditing within the local authority. 
 
 If the Commission were to do all verification and auditing, this would 
ensure more consistency. 
 
Is annual reporting too frequent, not frequent enough?  
 
Nearly all felt that once a year would be sufficient but the information should 
be collected in December for registration, which it is. One administrator felt 
that every two years would be better as this would give more time to show 
improvement. 
 
Provision of relevant comparators, using local authority families, 
nearest neighbour models 
 
This was answered alongside targeted support. 
 
 







Do the standards cover the right areas – those most important for 
effective delivery? 
 
 Largely yes, however the last four indicators (participation and planning 
and organisation) are all similar and it was suggested whether we could 
combine these all into one standard. 
 
 Links with schools – how can we prove that having a link with schools will 
ensure that prospective 18 year olds will vote at the next elections? 
 
 Is it necessary to include customer service standards as these are 
externally assessed by Chartermark. 
 
Are any key performance areas missing? 
 
The discussion again centred on the financial aspect of electoral 
administration with most saying this should be reflected in the standards, with 
possibly staff-electorate ratio being included. 
 
Are the standards pitched at an appropriate level? Are they too soft or 
too demanding? 
 
 All agreed that the standards were set at the appropriate level, but the 
evidence required needs to be clearer. No mention was made of the guidance 
material. 
 
 Some administrators said that they would prefer the Commission to 
develop a national strategy for people to follow rather than each authority 
having their own strategy. They basically want to be told exactly what 
standards to follow rather than devising their own plans. 
 
 Clarity over which box to tick if an ERO meets some of the criteria in the 
actual standards and some in another section. 
 
 
 








 
Response to the 


Electoral Commission Consultation 
 


Performance Standards for Electoral Registration 
Officers in Great Britain 


 
The Scottish Assessors’ Association (SAA), which is a non-statutory body but is 
recognised by both Scottish Government and UK Parliament as an important 
source of practical advice, welcomes the opportunity to comment on performance 
standards for electoral registration. 
 
Although this response is made on behalf of the SAA many Assessor/EROs are 
also members of the Association of Electoral Administrators and the AEA has 
indicated that it wishes to be associated with this return. 
 
Scottish Assessors’ Association 
 
The main role of the SAA is in co-ordinating and harmonising the work of the 
fourteen Scottish Assessors in the fields of Electoral Registration, Valuation for 
Rating and Council Tax.  All Assessors have been appointed as Electoral 
Registration Officer (ERO) for their respective areas with the exception of the 
City of Dundee. 
 
In order to achieve harmonisation in the registration function the SAA has a long 
established Electoral Registration Committee consisting of all Assessors and 
their senior registration staff.  This committee has executive powers to act on 
behalf of all Assessors.  The Committee includes representation from Scottish 
Government, UK Parliament and the Electoral Commission (EC) at its regular 
meetings, and through the Tayside Assessor incorporates as far as is practicable 
information relating to Dundee.    
 
Guideline for Responses 
 
At 2.14 a response is requested to the following three questions: 
 


1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues 
for EROs? 


2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into 
account the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 







3. Does the evidence to support assessment section of each standard 
outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO 
has met the performance standard? 


 
At 2.15 a response is also requested to the additional two questions: 
 


1. Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that 
is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility of EROs in the 
conduct of their statutory duties? 


2. How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance 
information in relation to the standards proposed in this consultation 
period? 


 
Development of performance standards for EROs 
 
Chapter 3 provides the background to the development of performance 
standards for EROs and introduces the vision which has four main themes: 
 
Integrity 
User focus 
Professionalism 
Value for money. 
 
The standards concentrate on the first three themes but do not have any 
measurement in place for value for money. As Best Value is embedded in the 
culture of Scottish local authorities, and therefore EROs, we consider that 
effective and efficient use of resources is important and should be incorporated in 
each of the 12 standards.   
 
The recommendation is that the performance standards framework should be 
clear and relate to quality and accountability to allow reform of funding of 
electoral services.  The standards also have to relate to the EC’s vision for 
quality electoral services. 
 
It is stated that there are no plans to repeat the 2008 comprehensive 
performance survey, despite the “excellent response” which “has been 
invaluable”. We consider that as this exercise was invaluable it would be 
advantageous to repeat the exercise even on a 3, 4 or 5 yearly basis. 
 
Performance standards framework 
 
Chapter 4 states that the performance standards are intended to provide a 
common framework for accountability against which the performance of EROs 
can be assessed consistently. However, at 4.9 it is suggested that “it is very 
difficult to identify and reliably measure quantative indicators that relate directly to 
the performance of EROs…. There is currently no robust or affordable 







methodology for measuring the completeness or accuracy of individual registers 
at the local authority level”.  The acknowledgement of a lack of “robust” 
comparators to check the completeness and accuracy of the registers is 
welcomed, particularly the rejection of a previous reliance by the Commission on 
comparisons with population estimates.   
 
The intention to collect a ‘more limited set of performance data’ than before is 
noted (see 3.14, 4.13 and 4.14) but that seems to be contradicted by the 
statement at 4.15 that the new standards will ‘replace rather than supplement’ 
the previous survey work. Clarification of what information other than the 
standard self-assessment is to be collected, if anything, is required well in 
advance of the suggested collection date of December 2009, as reports and 
reporting systems may require to be built into processes and IT systems in 
advance. 
 
It is also worth noting that the Commission seems to be of a different mind to the 
Minister who has stated that the aim is to afford electors ”the opportunity to 
register”.  This allows that the individual has a choice.  Failure to take account of 
this element of choice undermines the credibility of the proposed performance  
regime which rather appears to proceed on the assumption that it is solely the 
actions of the registration officer that determine the level of registration. 
 
If, as stated in 4.13, statistical information will be limited to annual canvass 
responses, the rate of carry forward and information on additions and deletions, it 
should be fairly straightforward to give precise definitions of what is required so 
that real comparisons can be made.  In the absence of precise definition, many 
of the indicators for 2007 were interpreted differently by EROs and their software 
suppliers. 
 
At 4.15 it is suggested that the self assessment takes place “following the 
conclusion of each annual canvass”.  We would suggest that a fuller and more 
consistent picture would emerge if the date of such self assessment was 
significantly beyond the “conclusion of the canvass”. While the canvass 
technically concludes at 1st December, many important checks and follow up 
investigations are carried out in December and January and some activities 
cannot be available statistically until the end of March.  If the duty to take 
necessary steps under section 9A of the Electoral Administration Act 2006 is to 
be undertaken properly, this will not be possible during the short annual canvass 
period and will extend into a year-round activity.   
 
Scottish EROs are particularly interested in how performance standards are to be 
measured and compared against the forthcoming financial information survey 
given that  the multi-functional duties of Assessors’ offices and staff make 
comparison with England and Wales difficult. It is of interest whether there is to 
be any kind of weighting of performance to take account of value for money 
spent and, if so, how this is to be achieved.  EROs will be expected to meet the 







Performance Standards as a minimum and move towards above standard 
performance.  Each ERO will have to balance up what is achievable within 
current resources against that which is expected by the Performance 
standards. Alternatively additional funding may have to be provided.  Without 
guidelines on the importance of different criteria, EROs must rely on their 
experience and expertise to know where their efforts should best be directed.     
There remains a concern that there is a point beyond which additional activity 
can be said to introduce a bias into the process and charges of harassment and 
of ignoring the principles of Best Value. 
 
Draft performance standards for EROs 
 
With regard to the standards there is some inconsistency in how these are 
stated. For instance, Performance Standard 2 is obviously cumulative in that item 
1 is of the same general nature as item 4 (i.e. relating to a property database). 
However, Performance Standard 1 is of an entirely different nature. Item 1 deals 
with annual canvass, item 2 deals with other records albeit annual canvas is 
mentioned.  In items 3 and 4, however, no reference is made to the annual 
canvass at all.  If taken literally, item 4, although suggested to be of a higher 
standard, would give an inaccurate register as no annual canvass needs to be 
carried out.  It is appreciated that the annual canvass is dealt with in later 
standards but the point is the difference in approach taken by the first two 
standards.   
 
Performance Standards 7, 8, 9 and 10 all relate to the shift from the clear 
responsibility for promoting public awareness of the electoral and democratic 
systems from the EC (PPERA 2000) to a shared duty enforced by a personal 
liability placed on individual elections officers (EAA 2006) to encourage electoral 
participation.  If the waters are now muddied as to responsibility for the 
electorate’s inclination to vote, it seems pertinent to ask why the Commission 
need be excluded from the performance regime.  
 
There is a general point to be made as to ‘evidence’.  Recording classes of 
information examined should be relatively straightforward.  Entering details 
against each item in the class could be very costly of time for no significant 
benefit.  While it is understandable that evidence may not be required to prove 
the lowest “below standard” performance; if there is more than one level below 
acceptable standard, evidence should be consistently required for all but the 
lowest level. This is done in standards 11 and 12 but not in 1,2,5,8,or 9.  
Alternatively, combine all levels below standard for each performance. The 
proposals require that the standards be responded to by means of self–
assessment, but with no requirement to provide actual evidence with the initial 
submission, and limited (if any) powers of audit, it will be very difficult for the 
Commission to verify the responses. This is likely to have the effect of diluting 
their use for benchmarking.  
 







The information to be supplied in support of the assessments is not burdensome; 
however, the process is clearly open to misleading or unclear statements being 
submitted where there is no requirement for actual evidence. It would be 
preferable to encourage consistency by a requirement for at least some evidence 
to be provided automatically; such as copy papers and policies. 
 
 
Performance Standard 1  
 
This would be better defined as the “use of appropriate sources of information in 
addition to the annual canvass to verify records.”  Alternatively each item from 2 
to 4 should begin “In addition to the annual canvass…” 
 
Item 2 in Performance Standard 1 requests no evidence, but evidence of which 
records are checked should be available.  
 
Item 4 seems out of place as it is about encouraging participation and identifying 
new electors rather than using other sources to verify existing electors. That is 
unless, of course, there is something missing about potential electors in items 1 
to 3.  The text is silent as to what check data are acceptable as confirmation of 
which established records; the scope for inconsistent approaches giving rise to 
different apparent levels of performance is obvious. 
 
Again, the evidence for item 4 should state when the contact is made and when 
action is taken. 
 
Performance Standard 2  
 
Should the definition be “This standard aims to ensure that EROs use all 
appropriate sources of information to ensure inclusion of all relevant properties in 
the canvass list used for the register of electors”? 
 
Item 2 – there should be evidence to support assessment.  
 
At item 4, the standard should say “such as by using a Geographic Information 
System” rather than forcing such use.  While most Scottish EROs make use of 
GIS, the access to the Assessor’s property database is a much more reliable and 
current source of property data.  
 
Scottish EROs who are also the Assessor already have information regarding 
residential and care homes.  Liaison with Social Services is therefore irrelevant in 
this context. There are a number of other non-domestic properties canvassed in 
Scotland because they move in and out of the Valuation Roll and Council Tax 
List – self catering units quite often become a “main residence” from 1st October 
to 1st April each year (canvass time).   Perhaps use of Assessors’ or (in England 
and Wales) VOA data could be item 5. 







 
Performance Standard 3 
 
Items 2 and 3 should be reversed. Item 3 is easier to perform than calling at all 
houses where no response has been received from the annual canvass. 
 
The evidence at item 3 should also include the “canvass results records” as in 
item 2.   
 
At item 2, reference is made to “properties which have not responded to the 
annual canvass”. This should be amended to “properties which have not 
responded to the annual canvass and it appears to the ERO that eligible electors 
may be present”. 
 
If not amended there could be an unintended consequential reduction in the 
initial canvass. The ERO may be aware that the property is almost certainly 
empty e.g. as a holiday house or self catering unit, but issues a postal canvass 
as a “safety”.  Often comfort is drawn from the fact that a continuation of a 
council tax relief has been applied for that year.  In these circumstances there is 
no need to knock on the door. The consequence of insisting on a visit is that the 
ERO might not issue the “safety” in future or that canvass would be seen as a 
requirement of the performance regime and a futile doorstep canvass of holiday 
homes would be carried out in November and draw the process into disrepute. 
 
The EA Act gives the ERO several methods to obtain information and he/she will 
use the best combination of these methods for his/her geographical area and the 
insistence that what the Act calls “house to house enquiries” can only be 
achieved by being “visited by a door-to-door canvasser” if a form is not answered 
is misleading. There are many other options, including telephone, email, 
checking council records, and contacting the owner at an outside address. The 
important matter is that the strategy employed by the ERO should make use of 
all of the methods available - including knocking on doors. 
 
This standard seems to suggest that door-to-door canvass is always the answer 
to a non-return – even outwith the canvass.   As the completion of an individual 
voter registration form (monthly updates) is not compulsory there is no need to 
send a canvasser to the door of someone who hasn’t returned it   If an ERO has 
half a dozen non-returns on a remote island or other sparsely populated area the 
ERO would investigate/contact by means other than door-to-door canvass. 
 
 
Performance Standard 4 
 
Aside from basic checking as to the accuracy of processing, it is not clear what 
the “process” being referred to here actually is if it does not involve keeping the 
list accurate and up to date.  







 
Given that the expert view seems to be that up to a dozen signatures might be 
required to reach a conclusion as to the existence of a fraudulent signature, it is 
unclear as to what is intended here.  
 
On a more general level, we have concerns that the whole question of personal 
indicators has not been properly thought through.  For example, who is 
responsible, if anyone, for advising an elector that their vote was not counted 
because of a failure to match either the signature or date of birth?  If electors are 
not advised, they may be disenfranchised time after time without knowing this to 
be the case, particularly in respect of dates of birth which appear to give many 
people a problem.  We could end up with numbers of spoiled votes that make the 
promise to put the elector first sound very hollow. 
 
Again there is no cumulative effect here as item 3 appears to have no reference 
to the absent voters’ list. Items 1 and 2 refer to the process but the “above the 
performance standard” can apparently be achieved without reference to this 
process. Perhaps the verb “process” is being used with slightly different meaning 
in items 1 and 2.  Perhaps clarification of intention is required. 
 
Performance Standard 5 
 
The standard item 3 does not suggest what the triggers for concern should be; 
what the checks should be; or what the criterion for referral to the SPOC should 
be. While the aim is admirable it seems to follow that comparison of the outcome 
with others will be unreliable. 
 
With regard to the retention of forms: is it intended that the actual paper copy 
should be retained or is the image sufficient? 
 
Items 4 and 5 should be stated as in addition to the actions in item 3. 
 
 
Performance Standard 6 
 
Item 1 - “on time” is not clearly defined. It could be construed as on the day, 
within the week or within the month. Without some definition of “on time” this 
standard is meaningless. Without definition, one ERO’s view of ‘timely supply’ of 
registers might not be the same as another’s. 
 
The minimum standard does not deal with supply of the register “on request”; it 
appears to be only concerned with “on publication”. 
 
Generally, it is not considered that this is a particularly helpful standard, all the 
more so in light of the differing levels of comprehension and co-ordination found 







in some of the recipient organisations.  It would be simpler to log and 
demonstrate a proper response to complaints received and assistance given. 
 
The key issue of concern is what can be done if an ERO considers there is 
misuse of the register by an organisation permitted to receive it. Can an ERO 
refuse to supply the register if there is concern over use? 
 
 
 Performance Standard 7 
 
Strictly, public education is for the Commission and promotion of participation is 
for the electoral officials.  The two have become intertwined, probably correctly, 
but the levels of funding suggest that the Commission should do national work 
and the electoral officials ‘fill in’ at election time at a local level. 
 
The standard appears very vague. The ERO will set targets and consider 
measurements of success but there can be no overall consistency of practice. 
Many possible campaigns will have no possibility of measurements. For 
example, advertising campaigns in pubs, buses, trains or on local radio could not 
be measured for effectiveness so there may be a tendency to reject such 
campaigns as they will not be reflected as “above the standard” and may not 
constitute best value for the ERO.  
 
It is suggested that the need to evaluate public awareness activity is difficult to 
comply with and onerous.  The cost of setting up monitoring arrangements locally 
might well exceed the funds available for the exercise itself.  This head again 
raises the issue of choice.  A good campaign can be said to result in informed 
non-registration and non-voting.   
 
To render the matter to advance significantly at level 4 the Commission would 
need to hand over its national budget.  The SAA preference would be for the 
good work to be continued by the Commission at a national level. 
 
 
Performance Standard 8 
 
This is also quite vague. Item 2 should ask for evidence otherwise it is merely 
item 1 restated. Alternatively, 1 and 2 should be combined. 
There is little difference between items 3 and 4 – in fact item 5 is little more than 
writing up 3 and 4 better. The only difference between 4 and 5 seems to be the 
evaluation.  It is therefore suggested that item 5 be removed from the standard.  
 
It is not clear what aspects of partnership working are being targeted here. 
Arguably Assessor /EROs are exemplars of joined up functions. Would joining up 
to produce, for example, personnel policies be relevant or is the standard only 







looking for co-operation directly on the electoral function?  However, co-operation 
with Building Control, for instance, is already covered in standard 2 
 
 
Performance Standard 9 
 
The major concern with this is that item 2 is below the standard but is stated to 
be following the relevant guidelines. This would suggest that the guidelines 
should be rewritten or item 2 be altered to be the “performance standard”.   
 
Items 3 and 4 seem to be just restatements of each other – the difference 
between “tailored” and “required to fit” as stated in item  4 and “appropriate to the 
audience” in item 3 is a little too subtle to mean a difference in performance.  It is 
suggested that items 3 and 4 are combined into 1 item. 
 
It is assumed that the “electoral registration information” being disseminated is 
information to the public about how to register, including various options.  
Dissemination of “electoral registration information” could, of course, have 
different meanings such as “electoral registration data” or possibly information to 
candidates – the definition should make this clearer. 
 
The need for 5 levels of performance is considered excessive in this item, as it is 
not clear what electoral information is being scrutinised here. Part compliance 
with all levels could probably be argued for without fully satisfying any. 
 
 
Performance Standard 10 
 
Item 2 is missing or the numbering may  be wrong with only 3 items instead of 4. 
Item 3 wrongly assumes that a website is the ideal way to communicate in 
different languages – no mention is made of the use of live translation services.  
The standard seems to assume that the ERO is part of the local Council and is 
based at the Council offices, probably in an urban area.  Although the standard 
does not say so explicitly, it should be clear that an ERO who is not part of the 
Council should not be required to carry out his own research, but it should be 
acceptable to use some other organisation’s research (such as any of the local 
Councils’ research). 
 
 
Performance Standard 11 
 
Taking Annual Canvass and rolling registration together is good but this should 
be reflected in the timing of collection of responses (see remarks above in 
relation to 4.15 of the consultation). However, It is quite likely that plans etc could 
be in place at all levels for one of the functions and not the other so combining 







the canvass and rolling registration in this context could lead to part compliance 
at all levels. 
 
Performance Standard 12 
 
This standard appears to be based on EROs who have only a few permanent 
staff and ignores the situation in Scotland where most staff used by EROs are in 
permanent posts.   Similar to 11, the idea of combining training and recruitment is 
worthwhile, but training plans and recruitment plans are quite separate matters 
and rolling them together could lead to partial compliance with each level of the 
standard. 
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Danny Creighton


From: Marilyn Richardson <MRichardson@wellingborough.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 June 2008 20:13
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Performance standards - consultation


Dear Lindsey 
We have discussed the set of standards outlined in the consultation paper and believe that they reflect the key 
issues relating to EROs' 
performance.  
We feel that the proposed standards are achievable, provided that enough financial resources are available to 
electoral administrators, especially in the areas of public awareness and communication of information, where 
expert advice needs to be obtained.  Not all funding from central government is currently ring‐fenced and therefore 
does not always reach the electoral services' budget. 
 
Regards 
Marilyn Richardson 
On behalf of the Electoral Services Team Borough Council of Wellingborough 
 
Tel: 01933 231513  
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Danny Creighton


From: John Simmons <John.Simmons@restormel.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 June 2008 17:19
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Response to consultation paper on Performance standards for Electoral 


Registration Officers in Great Britain


 


Hello.  


Please find below my response to the above consultation. These are my personal and 
professional views as an electoral adminstrator. 


In response to your three questions on page 5:  


1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs?  


Generally yes.  


2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need 
for clear, objective assessment criteria? 


Some of the standards may need to be revised (please see comments below).  


3. Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate 
and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 


Generally yes.  


 


I have the following comments on the items numbered as below:  


3.17 - The Commission's suggestion that it may be necessary to focus on identifying, promoting 
and embedding good practice is welcome. The AEA already encourages the sharing of good 
practice of course. However, this is often dependent on members volunteering to share their 
ideas.  The collection and circulation of any good practice resources by the Commission can only 
help improve standards. 


4.4 - This item states that "we expect that the performance standards framework will be used by a 
range of individuals and groups, including electors."  Constructive feedback from electors on how 
we might improve our service is always welcome, but how will electors "use" the framework? 


4.5 - This item states that "the Commission has no legal powers to direct EROs in the conduct of 
their statutory duties, and the responsibility for delivering any improvement will remain with 
individual EROs." It seems strange that the Commission is expected to implement performance 
standards, but will apparently have no powers to offer extra support to EROs in cases of poor 
performance. A formal enforcement programme for poor performance is not necessary. However, 
if an ERO has serious problems meeting the performance standards and needs help, what 
additional funding or support will be available?  Our Planning department was given extra 
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government funding to improve poor performance a few years ago and has improved dramatically. 
I do not see extra funding being available for Electoral Services if similar circumstances arise. 


4.9 - This item refers to the statutory duty for EROs to maintain a complete and accurate register. 
Although this is the ideal that everyone wants, I cannot imagine many registers in the country 
being 100% accurate as there will always be people either moving and "between registrations" or 
who simply want to avoid registration altogether. However, I welcome the Commissions continuing 
commitment to researching ways of helping to improve register data. 


4.17 - I feel that the publication of "league tables" should only be within government, professional 
and political circles where a better understanding of the electoral and local government system is 
more likely.  Putting "league tables" into the public domain and the media is likely to attract 
criticism for apparent poor performance, which may simply be due to a lack of resources and not a 
lack of effort or efficiency amongst staff. Public recognition of the councils which perform best can 
still be made in a similar way to the Beacon Council scheme if required. Government and/or the 
Electoral Commission should have sufficient powers to tackle underperforming councils to find out 
the reasons for poor perfomance if necessary.  


For some of the standards, it is not clear to me which category we fall into. Under Performance 
Standard 2 (property database), we meet the standard in the grey box and also partly meet the 
higher standard as we also use a GIS mapping system to periodically verify information.  


Performance Standard 5 (integrity) relies on proactivity to check the integrity of applications we 
receive. We take integrity and potential fraud seriously. However, like many electoral 
administrators, we simply do not have the staff resources to verify every application. We must 
therefore take applications at "face value" unless we become suspicious and need to investigate 
further. However, we retain all original forms for the required period. 


Conclusion  
The introduction of performance standards is welcome. Such standards should, in time, help 
develop consistent and efficient delivery of Electoral Services across the country.  


However, in assessing standards, some account  must also be taken of the resources councils 
have. It must be recognised that an authority with a larger Electoral Services budget and team of 
staff should be more proactive than a smaller authority with two or three staff. Like many electoral 
administrators, we would like to be more proactive, but simply do not have the staff resources to 
do so. 


Comparison between authorities must be on a "like for like" basis to give a fair picture of 
perfomance. Standards should be set at reasonable levels and not at levels which may be beyond 
many smaller authorities with limited resources.   


It seems unfair that Electoral Services teams are expected to compete against each other with the 
aim of delivering similarly good performance when they often receive dissimilar funding depending 
on how generous a budget they are given.  This does not appear to be a "level playing field."  Only 
when proportionate funding goes directly from government into Electoral Services budgets will 
everyone get the funding they need to ensure fair competition. 


 


John Simmons, Senior Electoral Services Officer  
Restormel Borough Council, Penwinnick Road, St. Austell, Cornwall PL25 5DR  


Tel: 01726-223622  
Fax: 01726-223687  
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E-mail: john.simmons@restormel.gov.uk  
Website: www.restormel.gov.uk  
Save paper, save money - please do not print this unless absolutely necessary  








South East Post-Election Seminar – Mary Sumner House  
 
Performance Standards     Wednesday 21 May 2008 
 
There were approximately 30 electoral administrators present at the session. 
The group was very quiet in the plenary sessions but discussions on the 
tables were more conversational and productive. 
 
The fundamental concerns of the group (largely repeated by attendees in 
Exeter and York) were as follows: 
 
 The concern over burden. 
 The need for verification to ensure that all forms are filled out in the same 


way. 
 The concern over how this will actually improve performance. 
 
Is a balance between qualitative standards and quantitative measures 
the right way to consider performance?  
 
 General agreement on this, although there was some concern over the 
fact that qualitative standards might be easier to fudge. One attendee 
mentioned that he and his manager had actually sat down to decide ‘what the 
minimum was that they could do to allow them to tick the standards achieved 
box’. 
 
 Some stated that, as administrators, they would be prepared to answer 
truthfully they were concerned that their EROs would be less candid and 
potentially spin the responses. 
 
 One noted that the current draft standards for EROs focussed more on 
inputs than outcomes. This was acknowledged and she appeared to accept 
the explanation provided. 
 
How can we best deliver verification and further targeted support? 
 
 Many were very keen on some level of verification due to the risk of spin. 
 Some stated that it would need to be clear how to determine self-
assessment levels. 
 One commented that there was some concern with the software systems 
providing incorrect data when filling out the quantitative measures section. 
 
Is annual reporting too frequent, not frequent enough?  
 
All that I heard agreed that annually would be appropriate. 
 
Provision of relevant comparators, using local authority families, 
nearest neighbour models 
 
They would strongly support the use of families groups and not geographic 
groupings. 







 
Do the standards cover the right areas – those most important for 
effective delivery? 
 
There was little comment on this issue, although one said that the final ¾ did 
not really add much and it might have been better to stick to 8/9. 
 
Are any key performance areas missing? 
 
Generally, although one stated that the completeness and accuracy standards 
do not actually mention the overall accuracy of the register. 
 
Are the standards pitched at an appropriate level? Are they too soft or 
too demanding? 
 
There was nothing stated regarding this. 
 
 








1


Danny Creighton


From: Chris Salmon <Chris_Salmon@BATHNES.GOV.UK> on behalf of Vernon Hitchman 
<Vernon_Hitchman@BATHNES.GOV.UK>


Sent: 19 June 2008 10:58
To: Lindsey Taber
Cc: Aurora Loi Wright
Subject: Performance standards for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain


 


Performance standards  
From my point of view as electoral administrator, it would not be difficult to gather the information 
required. Overall, I think the set of standards do reflect the areas of responsibility of the ERO. 
However, I have some reservations about the participation standards, public awareness strategy 
in particular. At present we don't invest much in a public awareness strategy because canvass 
response rates in B&NES are already significantly high (94%) and the process of rolling 
registration is active throughout the year. For us registration publicity does not appear to be a 
pressing matter in the way it would be for authorities with lower response rates and with clearly 
identifiable under-registered groups. Establishing a blanket national standard on participation 
would not take into account local diversities and authorities with very different circumstances 
might end up being compared unfairly. How is the Electoral Commission going to assess 
objectively on this issue? 


 


Vernon  


 


Vernon Hitchman  
Solicitor to the Council  


(01225) 395171  
Fax (01225) 394043  


 


Making Bath & North East Somerset an even better place to live, work and visit  


 
********************************************************************** 
The contents of this email message, and any attachments, are confidential and intended solely for the use of 
the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. The message does not necessarily express the views of 
Bath & North East Somerset Council and should be considered personal unless there is a specific statement 
to the contrary. 
 
If you have received this email in error you may not take any action based on it, nor should you copy or 
show this to anyone; please reply to it and highlight the error to the sender, then delete the message from 
your system. 
 
The provision of links to Web sites which are not part of the Bath & North East Somerset Council domain 
are provided for convenient information sharing purposes. The Council is not responsible for the reliability 
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of these links, or the information provided, and it is not intended to imply endorsement of the site. 
 
This footnote also confirms that this email message has been checked for all known viruses by the 
MessageLabs Virus Scanning Service. 
 
Subscribe to Inform - Bath & North East Somerset Council’s free weekly e-newsletter. Click 
http://www.bathnes.gov.uk/inform3  
 
Making Bath & North East Somerset an even better place to Live, Work and Visit. 
 
 
********************************************************************** 
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Danny Creighton


From: Susan Harrison <s.e.harrison@preston.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 June 2008 17:31
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Preston City Council - Response to Circular EC13/2008 - Performance standards for 


Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain


  
Circular EC13/2008 was considered at the Civic and Democratic Committee of Preston City Council on 10 June 2008.
  
The Council welcomed the vision for the delivery of quality electoral services in order to provide clear, efficient and 
effective service delivery. However, it was felt that it is important to strike a balance between providing the service and 
the evidence required to support that delivery. 
  
If too much time is taken up in ensuring that onerous documentary evidence is in place, then this could be detrimental 
to service delivery. 
  
The Council commented as follows:- 
  
Completeness and accuracy of electoral registration records – performance standards 1 to 4. 
  
The performance standards are appropriately defined and the evidence required to support assessments is 
straightforward enough to collect. 
  
Integrity – performance standards 5 and 6. 
  
The evidence to support the assessment of performance standard 5 (Plan) and performance standard 6 (Training 
plan or copy of guidance given) seems burdensome. Electoral Services is a small team and regularly reviews 
procedures. Those procedures are not always in the form of documented plans but are rigorously applied. 
  
Participation – performance standards 7 to 10 
  
The evidence required to support assessment for this section is too demanding. 
  
Planning and Participation – performance standards 11 and 12 
  
The evidence required to support assessment for this section is too demanding. 
  
  
  
Any service benchmarking to enable individual ERO’s to compare performance against peers should be carried out 
with CIPFA family groups for them to be meaningful. 
  
It is important that adequate resources are provided for ERO’s to be able to comply with the performance standards 
and funds should be made available from the Government to meet the required standards. Any funding should be 
ringfenced to ensure that resources are directed to electoral services. 
  
Regards 
  
  
Susan Harrison 
Head of Electoral Services 
Preston City Council 
Tel: 01772 906115 
Fax: 01772 906497 
Email:s.e.harrison@preston.gov.uk 
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_____________________________________________________________________  
This E-Mail and any file or link transmitted with it is confidential,  
subject to copyright and intended solely for the use of the individual  
or entity to which they are addressed. It may contain privileged  
information. Any unauthorised review, use, disclosure, distribution or  
publication is prohibited.  
 
If you have received this E-Mail in error please contact the sender by  
reply E-Mail and destroy and delete the message and all copies from your computer.  
 
This message has been scanned for viruses by iCritical  


 








Response to Electoral Commission consultation on performance standards – EC13/08 
 


The proposed standards: 
 
 Performance Standard Subject Evidence required 
1 Use of info sources to verify records Completeness and accuracy of 


ER records 
Statement of what records are checked when (internal, other 
councils, schools etc) 


2 Property database Completeness and accuracy of 
ER records 


Statement of what records are checked when (GIS and other 
council) 


3 House to house enquiries Completeness and accuracy of 
ER records 


Canvassing plans 
Policy 
Results 


4 Accurate AV records Completeness and accuracy of 
ER records 


Procedures 
Sample checking 


5 Maintaining integrity of registration and 
AV records 


Integrity Plan for dealing with suspect applications 
Statement of threshold 
Risk assessment 


6 Supply and security of register and AV 
lists 


Integrity Statement of time published 
Record of sales and supply 
Training plans 


7 Public Awareness Participation Strategy 
Evaluation 


8 Working with partners Participation Records of meetings, discussions, correspondence with 
internal/external partners 
Record of work undertaken and evaluation 


9 Communication Participation Statement of communication media used 
Record of advice taken 
Evaluation 


10 Accessibility of information Participation Web links 
Research undertaken 







Statement of monitoring 
Support policy 


11 Rolling reg and canvass plans Planning and organisation Policy of procedures 
Risk management plan 
Evaluation  


12 Recruitment and training Planning and organisation Recruitment plan 
Schedule of training 
Evaluation  


 
 
1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 
yes 
 
2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 
criteria? 
yes 
 
3. Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether 
an ERO has met the performance standard? 
Yes, but it would be helpful for the Commission to recommend procedures for standards 4 and 5 – sample checking 
should have a national standard.  
 
We also seek specific views from certain individuals and groups: 
 
• Electoral administrators – how straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards 
proposed in this consultation paper? 
Writing policies and documenting measures undertaken is straightforward. However, It will be difficult to provide 
meaningful evaluations of standards 7-9. We can record what measures we have taken but hard to gauge the success in 
terms of increasing participation. 
 








Post election seminar. Winchester 22 May 2008 
 
Absent Voting 
 
As with 2 years ago there is a similarity in that only some authorities had 
elections. Danger that what was experienced this time may not carry through 
to times (2009) when there are all out elections. Concerns that at a general 
election with increased turnout and interest as well as a whole UK election as 
in the Europeans that the systems would not be able to cope. 
 
There seemed much more support for PVI checking. Pickwick: not good 
enough support still but much better than last year. 
 
Suppliers: you still get what you are given there is no ability to have any 
individuality. 
 
Some felt that the guidance on signature checking was not helpful enough. 
Some wanted examples. Many accepted most signatures unless very 
different. Rejections were mainly DOB – usually elderly people. 
 
Many agreed with a comment that the new PV system is about 60% more 
expensive than the old system and that the fees don’t cover the additional 
cost. 
 
Waivers: why is only the signature wavered – it’s the DOB that is the issue. 
 
In general the main problem was with the DOB. Some putting the current date 
but the majority are people putting a slightly different date than their DOB. 
Some are a day or two out. 
 
When a transposed date had been given i.e. MM/DD/YYYY rather than 
DD/MM/YYYY. It seems a balance between those who would reject and 
accept them. 
 
Some though that there was a lack of proportion with this system. Compare 
cost to number of voters it is very expensive. Some of the Authorities who had 
checked 20% were concerned that a mandatory 100% check would be 
dangerous there was also a concern that it is the elderly who are losing their 
vote under this system. 
 
Software companies have been put under a lot of stress and are doing a good 
job considering the absence of a planning period before this was introduced. 
 
The administrators asked if the Commission could give guidance on what to 
do if the PVI was rejected. Should they go back and ‘refresh’ the PVI record. 
 
In one authority which had experienced some issues with integrity recently 
they were concerned that the parties, agents and candidates were still not 
following guidance e.g. a candidate had called the elections office to ask for 
an electors DOB so they could fill in the form for them. Others were picking 







the Postal Voting up with rubber gloves. Some allegations that electors where 
being forced to sign the Postal Voting A. Electors forward into studying PV 
forum. 
 
Oxford 100%, Agents not understood and had no issues with C+A with Postal 
Voting. As no witness not got ---- on ‘top’. C+A reliability not getting involved 
due to any Court Cases. Many voters cancelling. 
 
Reading: Problem with party forms. Study out with PVA now, extra time count.  
 
Postal Voters EC credit card guide. Not really seen. Ludicrous that people can 
hand back PV’s to 10 pm --- Thursday counts to be impossible. What is EC 
going to do? 
 
MC: Parties say don’t know candidates want RO’s to give guidance 60/40. 
This /Friday count// Parties stuffing Postal Voters through letterbox at 9.50 
UKIP. Could therefore influence result and it may even change result. 
 
Concern at the difference of the E-11 24.00/17.00. Difficult to deal with last 
minute applications. Batches of hundreds, some not allegeable. Police 
involved constantly, confirmation coming back not known but Post Voting 
returned okay. 
 
This work registration/Postal Voting cannot be farmed out now due to fraud 
issues. Administrators better sorted to spotting issues. Also policing too much 
letters replacing Postal Voting /equipment at polling stations. 
Stress on staff, some authorities pay for neighbouring staff but RO’s get 
Budget from Local Authorities. Not adequate concerns and gripes will blow up 
at a UKPGE, three other authorities and police. Why can’t EC pay for sending 
staff to Slough etc, RO/ERO budget, Why not ring fence money? 
 
Many applicants are people who are already on pre-register somewhere else. 
 
What are the EC doing to help solve cross authorities, Postal Voting Indifers 
data? 
 
Problem that when IT was in house there were colligate push to get things 
done. Now with Private Company, very expensive and is not good customer 
service. 
 
Nominations 
 
Parish guidance should be one simple document. 
 
Possible have a nomination guide with example. Especially Parish, perhaps a 
fact sheet on nomination basics. Better guide for C+A needed. 
 
Count / anything else. 
 







Election timetable four wards activated (not good by). Election timetable 
means not enough time to get rooms. Polling cards sent out then had to write 
back saying no elections. 
 
 
Performance Standards 
 
Comparisons: Not always useful due to so many variables e.g. budgets vary 
completely skew figures. 
Frequent: While no one likes filling in forms this is only a snapshot which may 
need to change over time. Not everyone has elections every year maybe after 
Parliamentary. 
For every authority is different. Even with some electorate /Postal Voting have 
major differences. 
To verification: You struggle to verify. How will you be able to verify e.g. open 
up Post Voting packets and counting them. It is difficult to compare 
authorities.  
A number of measures are distroportunate to function of the unit compared to 
other Local Authorities monitoring. 
Should attach note on what your Local Authorities expects of ESU e.g. 
because council’s lack of cash stopped local authority doing basic function. 
 
Do they cover the right areas? Does security at registration support need to 
be a standard integrity: What can we do. 
Quailalitive: how can that be quailative? Its parties that drive turnout. 
Point at HMO’s 
Guidance: Questions seemed fairly clear. No need for big guidance manual. 
 
Examination Project 
 
Q1) what about electoral arrangements (number of councillors). 
Add Post Voters as such a large burden. Count all votes warding. 
 
Q2) – 
 
Q3) Critical issues – 2 should be regular from (on 2 drives!). 
 
Why is this being done now? Why is this being presented before the result of 
the Performance service? 
 
If this is creeping regionalisation by the back door it is dangerous and wrong. 
 
Inconsistances on service from different local authorities. Able to download 
forms etc. But local government is different. Inconstancies are part of local 
destinations therefore at the heart of voting for local elections. Inconstancies 
are not limited to local authority’s decisions. This happens in natural elections 
and government departments too. Discussion at most levels of staff. AGREED 
WITH 3+4. 







EC: Could be more accountable but then we might be more guarded. 
Accountability: very accountable.  It’s been long missed to be sorted but 
Postal Voting missed accountability. 
 
Passing ---- ----- -----/ critical areas? If consisting of legislation then the need 
for EC etc. 
 
Do regional RO’s actually create consistencies’? RRO’s will not provide the 
gains you are looking for. 
Nothing on the side about MoJ. Administrators seem happy that we like to 
listen to them but concerned that MoJ not listening to EC when working 
legislation. 
Many thought that legislation is a key problem. Existing structure okay but 
legislation needs sharpening. 
Good that EC is independent, its discretionary powers seem very lose 
reliability bonus. 
If powers of discretion then if things go very wrong then can we stand back 
and give adequate scoring of what occurred. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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Danny Creighton


From: Lawty, Linda <Linda.Lawty@stockton.gov.uk>
Sent: 20 June 2008 16:43
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Performance standards response


Dear Lindsey 
 
The following response is submitted by the electoral administrator for Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council. 
 
The Commission’s vision identifies four main themes that support the delivery of quality electoral services: 
 
• integrity – a secure process for registration and voting 
• user focus – an easy and accessible process for candidates and electors 
• professionalism – a clear and consistent approach to delivery 
• value for money – efficient and effective service delivery 
 
The draft performance standards support the vision themes of integrity (Performance Standards1-6), user 
focus (Performance Standards 7-10) and professionalism (Performance Standards 11-12).  There are no 
specific performance standards for value for money. 
 
Whilst the value for money theme is implied throughout the other performance standards we feel this does 
not adequately address the issue.  
 
Regards, 
 
Linda Lawty 
Team Leader - Electoral, Civic & Community Engagement 
Law and Democracy 
Democratic Services 
Stockton Borough Council 
Municipal Buildings 
Church Road 
Stockton on Tees 
TS18 1LD 
  
Tel 01642 528956 
linda.lawty@stockton.gov.uk 
www.stockton.gov.uk 
  
  
**************************************************************************************
************ 
Any opinions or statements expressed in this e mail are those of the individual and not 
necessarily those of Stockton-on-Tees Council/Tees Active Limited/Tristar Homes 
Limited. 
 
This e mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the 
intended recipient. If you receive this in error, please do not disclose any information to 
anyone and notify the sender at the above address. 
 
Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council/Tees Active Limited/Tristar Homes Limited`s 
computer systems and communications may be monitored to ensure effective 
operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. 
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Although we have endeavoured to ensure that this e mail and any attachments are 
free from any virus we would advise you to take any necessary steps to ensure that 
they are actually virus free. 
**************************************************************************************
*********** 
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This document is printed on recycled paper. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lindsey Taber 
Performance Standards Team  
Electoral Commission 
Trevelyan House 
Great Peter Street 
London 
SW1P 2HW 
 
Dear Lindsey 
 
Response to Performance Standards Consultation Paper 
 
I have been asked to submit a response to the above consultation paper on behalf 
of the Corporate Management Board of Blaby District Council. 
 
The Board are generally supportive of the introduction of the performance 
standards but would stress that it is important that there are not too many 
performance standards, that the standards are qualitative rather than quantitative 
and are not onerous to compile.  It is also felt that at present appears to be too 
many standards and some appear to duplicate each other. 
 
They have chosen not to comment specifically on each of the standards as the 
Board feel that the content is a matter for Administrators to comment on. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Liz Read 
Democratic Services Manager 


Date: 18 June 2008 
My Ref: EMR 
Your Ref:  
Contact: Liz Read 
Tel No: 0116 272 7509 
Fax No: 0116 272 7596 
Email: emr@blaby.gov.uk 


 


K Johnston, F.Inst.L.Ex., Head of Administration and Legal Services 
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Electoral Commission Consultation - EC13/2008 
 
Draft Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers 
 
Performance 
standard 


Level Comments Evidence 


1 1-4 Agree with the levels in these standards  
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support each level 
 


2 1-4 Agree with the levels in these standards  
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support each level 
 


3 1 Agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support each level 


2 Agree 
 


3 Query the requirement in this section for personal visits at any other 
time other than at canvass period. 
Factors against this would be the value of making calls Vs the cost of 
providing staff to make the calls. Especially gaining contact with 
residents who work during the day - canvass time calls are made mainly 
in evenings and at weekends. 
Surely the provision of personally addressed rolling registration forms to 
newly eligible voters would be more productive and cost effective. 
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Performance 
standard 


Level Comments Evidence 


4 1 Agree  
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 
 


2 Agree 


3 This could be quite hard to reach as the scope for obtaining information 
would in most cases be very limited. 
Unless a voter has signed a recent rolling registration form, canvass 
form or was previously registered as an absent voter you would have 
nothing on file. The provision of a date of birth is not currently a 
requirement for registering to vote for those voters over 18 so unless a 
voter had been a recent attainer on the register this info would not be 
available. Until provision of a DOB is a requirement in voter registration 
this is a potentially unreachable standard. 
The inspection of other Council held records for signatures and DOB's 
could be quite limited e.g. Council Tax registration does not require 
dates of birth or information on all occupants in a property just a name 
of the person(s) liable for paying the tax. 
Possibly signatures and DOB's could be held by Housing Benefits 
departments but this result in an unrepresentative sample being 
obtained in more affluent areas, as general it is mainly the less affluent 
areas that would be applying for benefits assistance. 
 


 
The actual possibility of being 
able to carry out any such 
checks may have a bearing on 
providing evidence 
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Performance 
standard 


Level Comments Evidence 


5 1 Agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 
 


2 Agree 
 


3 With the respect to the retention of registration/absent vote forms. 
Should not retention of both types of forms be better stipulated as 'in 
paper format' as retention of scanned images only, could have major 
repercussions in the event of system malfunction. 
There is no stated minimum period in the legislation for retention of 
registration forms or absent vote forms. The requirement for 'live' absent 
votes forms should surely be clarified as 5 years i.e. until the PVI form 
has been renewed. 
 


4 Assuming that the Statutory Notice referred to here in the final sentence 
means the monthly 'notice/list' of applications for public inspection. Then 
I would strongly suggest that the acknowledgment of all registration & 
absent vote applications be in the above section (3) as a 'standard' not 
as in this section as an 'above' performance standard. 
 
We have found that if a suspect application has been made at a 
property then sending an ack letter to that property prompts questions 
from the householders as to who that person is and can help stop a 
fraudulent application going further. Royal Mail are also good at 
returning mail 'Not known at this address' which can then be 
investigated further through C Tax records etc. 
 


5 Agree 
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Performance 
standard 


Level Comments Evidence 


6 1 Why is this listed as a 'below minimum' Standard when all others in the 
category are listed as 'Not currently meeting the Performance 
Standard'? 
Otherwise agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 


2 Why is this listed as a 'minimum' Standard when all others in the 
category are listed as 'Performance' standard? 
Otherwise agree 
 


3 Agree 
 


7 1 Agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels apart 
from defining the 
measurement of success. 


2 Agree 
 


3 I agree having a strategy but how can 'success' be measured? Getting 
information out to electors and candidates should be a standard, 
making use of websites, public notice boards and Council publications. 
But how could you measure/compare the success of e.g. advertising the 
canvass with the response rates for that canvass. 
The monitoring of the strategy should be moved to the next section (4). 
 


4 This section currently repeats from the previous that the Public 
Awareness strategy be documented and monitored. 
But again I think that the level of success could be difficult to measure. 
 


8 1-5 Agree 
 


Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 
 


9 1-5 This standard does seem to be a repetition of Standard 7 
Otherwise agree 
 


Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 







- 5 - 
Epsom & Ewell Borough Council                             EpsomandEwell-2008-06-20 


 


Performance 
standard 


Level Comments Evidence 


10 1 Agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 
 
 
 


3 (2?) 
Has the 
numbering 
gone awry 
here? 
 


Agree - In principle but at what level of requirement should provision of 
information in i.e. non-english languages be made available.  
Which relevant legislative guidelines are you referring to? 
 


4 (3?) Agree. However ERO staff providing support for those having difficulty 
filling forms would be more appropriate in the above section 3(2) as a 
standard at Council offices. To extend this service to apply to help in 
electors' homes could be difficult to achieve, staffing implications could 
be a factor in this area inc travelling distance & personal safety 
aspects (lone working) 
 


11 1-3 Agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 


 4 Partially agree - As unclear as to what sorts of activities at different 
parts of the year would entail.  
The canvass is, as stated, annual and rolling registration is ongoing 
the rest of the year. 
The only different activities would be possibly at election time when 
rolling registration would be extra hi-lighted to recent home movers 
that had not been picked up in other 'contact' exercises. 
This also seems to be a partial repetition of Performance Standard 7 - 
level 4. 
 


12 1-4 Agree 
 


 
Should be relatively easy to 
compile and provide to 
support these levels 
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Danny Creighton


From: Sally Renwick <SRenwick@melton.gov.uk>
Sent: 30 June 2008 12:39
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers in Great    Britian
Attachments: response.doc


Dear Lindsey 
  
Please find attached the comments from Melton Borough Council concerning this matter. 
  
I appreciate that the closing date was the 20th June, but following a major fire at our officer on the 30th May we have 
all been working under temporary conditions and without IT for much of it.  I was however ask to still submit them to 
you even though the deadline has passed 
  
Regards 
  
Sally A Renwick 
Elections Officer 
Melton Borough Council 
01664 565815 
srenwick@melton.gov.uk 
  
 
 
**************************************************************************** 
The contents of this message do not necessarily represent the 
views, opinions, policy or procedures of the sending organisation. 
The information contained in this message is intended solely for 
the use of the individual or organisation to whom this message  
was sent. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify 
postmaster@melton.gov.uk immediately and delete the e-mail. 
Nothing in this e-mail amounts to a contractual or other legal 
commitment on the part of the sender. 
All e-mails are logged and monitored for viruses and  
inappropriate content. 
**************************************************************************** 
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Danny Creighton


From: Elizabeth Gorst
Sent: 09 May 2008 13:52
To: Lindsey Taber
Cc: Adrian Green
Subject: FW: Responses to EC13.doc
Attachments: Responses to EC13.doc


 Hello! 
 
Please see attached a response to the performance standards(electoral registration) consultation from East Devon 
District Council. 
 
Hope you are fine! 
 
Elizabeth 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Philip Seccombe [mailto:PSeccombe@eastdevon.gov.uk]  
Sent: 08 May 2008 15:35 
To: johnturneraea@btinternet.com; Elizabeth Gorst; Melissa.Tucker@torbay.gov.uk 
Subject: Responses to EC13.doc 
 
 Hello all 
Please find attached the responses to the Performance Standard Consultation from East Devon District Council 
 
 
 
Philip Seccombe 
Electoral Services Officer 
East Devon District Council 
Direct line: 01395 517402 
ext 2602 
 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
http://www.eastdevon.gov.uk/email_disclaimer.htm 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Consultation Response for Performance Standards 
for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 


from 
Test Valley Borough Council 
Electoral Services Manager 


 
 
 


Q.1 Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 
 
 Yes, but not sure whether the amount of documentation required to achieve the 
‘measurement’ would be too time-consuming for local authorities with very little resource. 
This in turn could prove detrimental in reaching and maintaining the standards. 
 
Q.2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account 
the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
 
 In the main, yes, but will the standards take into account the difference between ‘urban’ 
and ‘rural’ authorities when assessments are made (lack of money/resources etc) ? 
 
Q.3 Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline 
appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has met the performance 
standard? 
 


Difficult to say, as the evidence for some standards may differ between ‘urban’, ‘rural’ 
and ‘unitary’ authorities, where ‘rurals’ may find it difficult to produce/comply with requirements 
due to their geographical size and their budget. 
 
Q.4 Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant 
to, and reasonably within, the responsibility of EROs in the conduct of their statutory 
duties? 
 
 Yes 
 
Q.5 How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in 
relation to the standards proposed in this consultation paper? 
 
 Reasonably straightforward but could be very time consuming – see Q.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note :-  This is the response of the Electoral Services Manager and not that of the 
Electoral Registration Officer.  Thank you. 






























South West Post-Election Seminar – Exeter Rugby Ground  
 
Performance Standards     Thursday 15 May 2008 
 
There was a large group of approximately 60 electoral administrators. There 
were some vocal administrators who took the opportunity to complain about 
several areas, and demand answers to other questions. However, discussions 
on the tables were more amenable and productive. 
 
Some people were keen to point out that basically what we are measuring is 
the legal requirements of the service. While true to a certain extent, the draft 
standards focus more on how you approach your legal requirements, rather 
than the requirements themselves. 
 
Is a balance between qualitative standards and quantitative measures 
the right way to consider performance?  
 
 General agreement on this, although there was some concern over what 
the balance between them should be. 
 
 One administrator told me she strongly felt the quantitative data should be 
assessed as she felt that showed whether your service was performing well. 
 
How can we best deliver verification and further targeted support? 
 
 Many were very keen on strict external verification as she felt that without 
it, some authorities would regularly ‘spin’ their assessments. She also stated 
that they may be pressures from within authorities to ‘spin’ data.  
 Not over many suggestions on how to do it but ideally many would like the 
Commission to demand evidence, and undertake random spot-checks. 
 One suggested that the threat of spot-checks would be effective in itself in 
minimising false reporting. 
 
Is annual reporting too frequent, not frequent enough?  
 
Annually would be appropriate. 
 
Provision of relevant comparators, using local authority families, 
nearest neighbour models 
 
They would strongly support the use of families and would dislike league 
tables. 
 
Do the standards cover the right areas – those most important for 
effective delivery? 
 
There was general consensus that the 12 areas were the right ones. 
 
Are any key performance areas missing? 
 







Generally no, although one person said they would like something to cover 
reaction to changing legislation. They were, however, unable to provide a 
definition for this. 
 
Are the standards pitched at an appropriate level? Are they too soft or 
too demanding? 
 
Generally ok, but recurring concern of the different capacities of different 
authorities came up again. 
 
 








Performance standards for  
Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain 


 


Consultation Response 
 
 
Q1  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


While the breadth of draft standards does reflect the performance issues for the service, the volume and perceived lack 
of prioritisation appears to run against current central government trends to focus on the ‘important few’ and imposes an 
unwelcome additional burden. 


We question the need to prepare the number of written documents set out in the measures.   While individually they 
may not be too onerous, when all are taken together they could amount to a significant, time-consuming task, firstly to 
prepare and, secondly, to maintain. 


Self assessment against qualitative indicators of performance provides for varying interpretation of standards and a 
rigorous approach to independent validation should be developed.   


There is no mention of the cost of the service or of meeting the various levels of the draft standards.  It would be helpful 
to recognise that in balancing local budget priorities some decisions may be taken by EROs which do not necessarily 
drive enhanced performance.  


 
Q2 Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account the need for clear, objective assessment 


criteria? 
Q3  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify 


whether an ERO has met the performance standard? 
 


Answers to Questions 2 and 3 overleaf 







Answers to Questions 2 and 3 
 


Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


1. Using 
information 
sources to verify 
records 


 


Yes (but 
Land 


Charges 
unlikely to 


be 
appropriate 


contact) 


 Yes No record required of 
effectiveness of the measures 
taken – surely this should be a 
fundamental to determining 
whether the steps taken are 
bringing about a worthwhile 
improvement? 


2. Property 
database 


 


Yes  Yes   


3. House-to-house 
enquiries 


 


In urban 
areas – yes 


 
In rural 


areas – no 
(Meaning of 


second 
sentence of 


“above 
performance 


standard” 
not 


understood) 


As a large rural authority with 
sparsely populated areas AVDC 
will find it difficult, or extremely 
expensive, to achieve “above 
performance standard” by 
carrying out visits outside the 
canvass.  One size does not fit all 
and the standard should 
recognise alternative methods to 
a house-to-house canvass such 
as written reminders to achieve a 
response.  Even in urban areas, 
house-to-house enquiries outside 
the canvass may not receive 
budget bid priority.  
 
 


No This is an area where we feel 
that cost should be identified.  As 
mentioned, it would be extremely 
expensive for rural authorities to 
maintain a rolling personal 
canvass throughout the year.   
The cost should be weighed 
against potential results in order 
to establish the merits and 
effectiveness of this measure. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


4. Accurate absent 
vote records and 
lists 


 


Yes No target set for sample checks – 
would 10 be adequate?   To 
make it more meaningful, 
perhaps a percentage of current 
postal voters should be laid down.  
EROs for non-unitary authorities 
are likely to experience more 
difficulty than those in unitaries in 
checking signatures and dates of 
birth as they will have access to a 
smaller pool of records against 
which signatures and dates of 
birth may be checked, for 
example education and social 
services records 


Yes  While we think it would be more 
meaningful for a minimum 
percentage of checks to be 
stipulated, we do not advocate 
this at this stage because of the 
difficulties likely to be 
experienced by non-unitary 
authorities. 


5. Approach to 
maintaining the 
integrity of 
registration and 
absent vote 
applications 


 


Yes There is a cost attached to 
acknowledging all application for 
registration and absent voting 
beyond the statutory notice which 
could in essence double an 
ERO’s postage budget.  The 
standard should better reflect the 
reality of likely funding priorities in 
Local Authorities and the 
communities’ concern that public 
money is spent wisely. 


Yes  Difficult to see how above 
standard performance is likely in 
all but a few authorities as this is 
resource hungry.  A balance 
should be sought to provide for 
all Authorities to have the 
potential to demonstrate a strong 
performance. 


6. Supply & 
security of the 
register & absent 
voter lists 


 


Yes Reference to “Minimum Standard” 
should be replaced with 
“Performance Standard” 


Yes – but see 
comment 


Would information from the 
Council’s financial systems be 
sufficient for the “record of 
transactions and sales” criterion? 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


7. Public 
awareness 
strategy 


 


Yes  Yes / No A cost effective strategy is 
important with a clear evaluation 
of the outcome to inform 
activities the following year. 
There is also no measure of the 
quality of the strategy. 


8. Working with 
partners 


 


Yes Most authorities will have 
formal/informal partnership 
working. 


No Some of these, for example 
records of meetings/discussions, 
appear to be required for the 
sole purpose of satisfying these 
standards.   Much of this type of 
in- and inter-authority working 
and co-operation is undertaken 
orally without written records of 
meetings and discussions, and 
we suggest that this type of 
evidence is not necessary. 


9. Communication 
of information 


 


Yes We consider that these standards 
are very hard to measure and that 
further consideration should be 
given to more measurable 
standards 


No There are many separate 
strands to draw together and 
document solely to satisfy the 
standard. The evidence to 
support assessment is 
cumbersome and time 
consuming.  The effectiveness of 
the measures will not be tested. 
 


10. Accessibility of 
information 


Yes  Yes / No Again, no mention of cost of 
meeting, in particular, the “above 
performance standard”. 







Standard No. 
/Topic 


Approp 
Defined? 


Comments/Reasons “Evidence to 
Support” 
Approp & 
Sufficient? 


Comments/Reasons 


11. Planning for 
rolling 
registration and 
the annual 
canvass 


 


Yes   Yes  The added value of some of the 
documentation should be 
considered against current 
performance levels and the new 
burden to write and maintain 
balanced against available 
resources. 


12. Recruitment and 
training 


 


Yes   Yes / No The availability of training 
budgets, or the lack of them, will 
likely highlight some significant 
differentials in relative 
performance.   Schedules and 
plans can be prepared but the 
effectiveness is more difficult to 
evaluate. 


 


Q4  Do you agree that these standards reflect the level of performance that is relevant to, and reasonably within, the responsibility 
of EROs in the conduct of their statutory duties?  


Yes, but we question the amount of documentation that is required to be put in place and kept up to date and whether in 
some areas the above standard measures are adding value to the service balancing cost and effectiveness. 


 


 


 







Q5  How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards proposed in this 
consultation paper?  


The preparation of the evidence in connection with the performance standards is time consuming and may impact on 
service delivery.  The volume of paper required suggests that the Electoral Commission has not appreciated working 
practices and/or the added value of such documentation.  Measures to evaluate the effectiveness of each of the 
standards appear to be lacking. 


 


 


Responses to ltaber@electoralcommission.org.uk by no later than Friday 20 June 2008 








AEA Eastern Branch Response to Electoral Commission consultation 
on Performance standards for Electoral Registration Officers in 
Great Britain 
 
Introduction 
 
The following comments have been prepared in response to the Electoral 
Commission (EC) consultation on performance standard on behalf of the 
Eastern Branch of the Association of Electoral Administrators (AEA). The 
Branch covers members in the Eastern region counties of Bedfordshire, 
Cambridgeshire, Essex, Hertfordshire, Norfolk, and Suffolk. The comments 
made do not necessarily reflect the views of individual members. 
 
Summary 
 
AEA Eastern branch is generally supportive of the EC plans to introduce 
performance standards (PS), but does have some reservations about how the 
standards will work in practice, the amount of resources they may require and 
the judgements that will be arrived at as a result. If these results are treated 
positively and result in a programme for improvement, increased resources 
etc. they will be worth the effort in compliance. It is to be hoped that they will 
not be used as a rod with which to attack the electoral administrator, starved 
of adequate resources. We also ask the question, what sanctions are there for 
continual failure to reach adequate standards? 
 
It is perhaps also worthwhile to remember the national context whereby the 
Government is committed to reducing the number of Performance Indicators 
required of local government. The obligations on ERO's (Electoral Registration 
Officer’s) should similarly be kept to a minimum. 
 
Guidelines for responses 
 
Q1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for 
EROs? 
 
A. Up to a point. The issue of business continuity in the event of a major 
emergency does not seem to be included. This is a step further than routine 
risk assessment and risk management. It could slot into PS11. 
 
Q2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into 
account the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
 
A. Yes, each standard, taken in context and as a whole is appropriately 
defined. 
 
Q3. Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard 
outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has 
met the performance standard? 







 
A. Generally, yes. However, some mandatory actions do not allow the ERO to 
make local judgements as to how to best achieve the agreed aims. 
 
For example; PS 1 – "Above the performance standard" requires that The 
ERO takes a pro-active approach to identifying and contacting persons who 
may be entitled to be registered, including (as a minimum): making contact 
with local secondary schools or colleges to identify potential attainers; using 
information from land charges or council tax records to identify residents of 
newly occupied properties.  Therefore, one would assume that both of these 
actions are required, as a minimum.  However, in areas with good canvass 
responses and few higher education colleges, it may have been deemed that 
there are better ways to invest time and resources.  Would this mean that the 
authority could not meet the standard? 
 
Specific Views 
 
EC Question to Electoral administrators – how straightforward is it to 
collect and measure performance information in relation to the standards 
proposed in this consultation paper? 
 
AEA Eastern Branch response 
 
We are concerned that the production of strategies, reports etc. will prove 
extremely onerous, not to say daunting, particularly to staff who do not have 
prior experience of producing such documents. 
 
In recent years there have been many additional demands placed upon 
administrators and, whilst we do agree that the standards need to be 
auditable, we are worried that it may be difficult for administrators – 
especially those in small authorities with low levels of staffing to manage.   
 
As the EC consultation states, ”Although it [the Government] did not agree 
that significant changes should be made to the funding arrangements for 
electoral services, the Government expressed its support for the introduction 
of performance standards for electoral services.”  Administrators are already 
finding it increasingly difficult to meet the demands made on them.  The 
periods between elections and the canvass that used to be an opportunity to 
‘put the house in order’ are getting shorter, if indeed they still exist.  Electoral 
Service departments are continually under resourced and if no money is going 
to be made available to enable administrators to resource these standards 
then many will fail through no fault of their own.   
 
Hopefully, the introduction of the standards will mean ERO’s realise more 
funding is required.  However, if electoral administrators meet the minimum 
standard, when Council money is highly precious, how would an ERO justify 
requesting more money for ‘wish list’ items instead of using it for housing, 
recycling or other vital services?   







 
Point 5.10 of the consultation states “Although we will not ask EROs to 
provide documentary evidence at the time of making their assessment, we 
may wish subsequently to review such evidence to support effective 
verification of the self-assessment process.”  Many of the records that may be 
required after completion of the canvass will have to be completed at the 
time of action – e.g. performance standard 1 – Statement as to what records 
are checked and when – when staff are already busy and subject to 
extremely tight time pressures – whether subsequently required as evidence 
or not.  Could there not be an agreement about what documentation will have 
to be submitted and what elements will be taken on trust?  This point also 
impacts upon the next point about classification. 
 
We have some concern that particular indicators have very large differentials 
between unsatisfactory and satisfactory, for example performance standard 3 
- House-to-house enquiries.  A Council could have plans and strategies and 
perform a very thorough and accurate canvass, but not maintain complete 
and accurate records of contact with households. Yet to say that these 
Councils only meet level one would be unfair and inaccurate. A form of "close 
to" or "working towards" level two would be a more positive way of 
measuring performance of an ERO.  In addition, the compliance criteria are 
not exhaustive. If an ERO does things that could be regarded as good 
practice but are not mentioned in the standards, are they to be discounted?  
 
The retention of accurate records requires significant amounts of storage 
space unless electronic storage is allowed. Clarification should be given as to 
whether or not electronic storage is a valid option where not prohibited in 
law. 
 
It is also worth mentioning that these standards rely upon full cooperation 
from other stakeholders whilst at the same time assuming that ERO's can 
operate separately from the local authority – which is not always the case in 
practice.  ERO's are generally bound by corporate strategies on matters such 
as consultation, document retention and partnership working and may have 
difficulty meeting some performance standards as a result.  
 
There are strict rules surrounding sharing the electoral register, with the 
result that some council departments feel that the exchange of information is 
already something of a one-way-street. The recent debates around the 
national fraud initiative are a good example of where EROs felt it necessary to 
refuse to share information.  As a result it is not always easy to obtain the 
cooperation of other departments.   
 
Finally, different types of authority have different levels of access to other 
data sets, which could make achieving certain standards more difficult for 
some ERO's than for others. The access to education records enjoyed by 
ERO's in unitary councils, for instance, is not generally available to two-tier 
shire districts. 







Individual performance standards 
 
As previously mentioned, AEA Eastern branch is generally in agreement with 
the performance standards proposed.  However, there are some individual 
issues that the Branch feels need to be raised. 
 
 
Performance standard 1 
 
This seems to be a reasonable standard that should be achievable. 
 
Performance standard 2 
 
This seems to be a reasonable standard that should be achievable. 
 
Performance standard 3 
 
We agree with the performance standard, but cannot see that many 
authorities would be in a position to manage an above performance standard.  
This would require significant resource and there are potentially smarter ways 
of achieving the same results. There is also a large differential between levels 
1 and 2. 
 
Performance standard 4 
 
This seems to be a reasonable standard that should be achievable. However, 
level 3 would seem to depend on the introduction of individual registration to 
be achievable. Whilst we appreciate that this would require a change in the 
law, it would be most useful to be able to carry out an audit of returned 
postal vote statements particularly where there is a belief that the personal 
indicators on the original application may be wrong. 
 
Performance standard 5 
 
This sounds feasible if you have the time to carry out all the checks, but at a 
national election being run on the current timetable, it would be difficult to 
carry out all the prerequisites in the time available. Is it expected that hard 
copies of registration forms will be kept from the start of the canvass till the 
end of November the following year? This would require sufficient storage for 
two years' worth of forms, double what is required by many councils at 
present. As most Councils now have document imaging for canvass forms, it 
should be made clear that electronic storage is permitted. 
 
Performance standard 6 
 
This seems to be a reasonable standard that should be achievable. 
 







Performance standard 7 
 
Many authorities would score poorly on this category, as they do not have the 
funds or staff time to achieve these objectives.  It also may impact upon 
other council corporate policies.  This standard does seem to be the most 
ideal world situation of all twelve. Whose will be drawing up the strategy? In 
many councils this will be a corporate responsibility over which the electoral 
administrator will have little or no control. 
 
Performance standard 8 
 
We can see merit in trying to avoid duplication of effort within a LA, but 
believe it would difficult to extend this to external bodies.  Further clarification 
on this standard would be appreciated. 
 
Performance standard 9 
 
With tight time constraints, it is not always possible to achieve these goals, 
particularly at election time.  There will probably be a heavy reliance on other 
council departments in order to achieve this standard and may have 
significant cost implications.  There also appears to be some degree of 
overlap between this standard and standard 9. 
 
Performance standard 10 
 
The need for this should be locally determined.  Many authorities provide 
information on a wide range of issues in what is considered the best format 
as identified by the Council.  The needs of an area with one or two, large 
ethnic minority groups may well be served best by direct provision of 
information on the Council's website or at offices. An area with large numbers 
of very small groups of ethnic minorities might find links to another site (The 
Electoral Commission?) provided a better, more comprehensive service to its 
customers.  
 
Performance standard 11 
 
This seems to be a reasonable standard that should be achievable. However, 
as identified above, it deals only with risks under normal circumstances and 
not with business continuity in the event of major disruption, such as 
industrial action. 
 
Performance standard 12 
 
Whilst we would all strive to do this, as best practice, it does not take into 
account the practical problems involved in recruiting satisfactory staff and 
keeping them. 
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Danny Creighton


From: Nigel Richards <nigel.richards@kerrier.gov.uk>
Sent: 12 June 2008 10:53
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Performance Standards for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain
Attachments: image001.jpg


Lindsey, 
 
As you may be aware, the 6 District Councils and Cornwall County Council will merge with effect from 1-4-09 to form 
a new Unitary authority in Cornwall. I have been appointed Elections Lead for the next set of major elections to take 
place in the County after the reorganisation and have established an Electoral Officers Project Group. At its recent 
meeting the Group gave consideration to this consultation document and our responses are set out hereunder. 
 
Firstly, it was felt that for areas such as ours, as described above, transition to Unitary status provided a number of 
unique challenges which would, by necessity, be our priority in year one and possibly year two. For example, the date 
of the Unitary election remains uncertain, as does the date of the next Parish Elections, linked with the possibility of 
various combinations of polls incorporating the European election and/or a Parliamentary. We are also in the process 
of trying to merge to use a single electoral software system with the prospect of new and unfamiliar boundaries to 
contend with. 
 
In general terms it was felt that there was a need to establish Electoral Services structures in the first instance so that 
everyone was being judged by the same criteria.  Further guidance was also necessary as to what the Commission is 
looking for with regard to evidence to support assessments. It was considered inappropriate to publish figures in the 
public domain prior to these actions being taken as there was a lack of understanding by the public as to the differing 
levels of support and resources available to authorities and therefore one would not be comparing like with like. 
 
I trust that these comments are useful. 
 
Regards, 
 


Nigel Richards AEA (Dip.) 
Electoral Registration Officer and Returning Officer 


Kerrier District Council 
Council Offices, Dolcoath Avenue, Camborne, Cornwall, TR14 8SX 
 
Tel: 01209 614305  ~  Fax: 01209 614099  ~  E-Mail: nigel.richards@kerrier.gov.uk 


 


 


This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and  
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they    
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify  
Kerrier District Council Computer Services on 01209 614214 or via email 
at ICT@kerrier.gov.uk.  
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The Council reserves the right to monitor, record and retain any incoming and outgoing 
emails for security reasons and for monitoring internal compliance with the Council's 
policies including the policy relating to e-mail use. Email monitoring and/or blocking 
software may be used. 
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Danny Creighton


From: Parkin, Sheila <sheila.parkin@ambervalley.gov.uk>
Sent: 19 May 2008 09:29
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Circular 13/2008


I refer to the above Circular, the contents of which was reported to a meeting of the Full Council 
on 14 May 2008.    It was also reported that 403 out of 407 EROs had responded to the data 
collection survey. 


As you will be aware, we did not respond to the data collection survey for the following reasons:  
“The request was considered against the background that, as part of the 2007 Comprehensive 
Spending Review, the Government promised to deliver greater flexibility for local authorities to 
meet local priorities by streamlining performance management.  The promise was that the current 
regime was to be replaced through a single set of 198 performance indicators for all outcomes 
that local government delivers alone or in partnership.  Councils and local government writers 
alike welcomed this announcement which was designed to reduce the burden on local authorities 
to count and measure activities.   This Council, like many others, consider that the Commission’s 
request for information on 13 indicators for elections/referendums and the 8 for electoral 
registration introduced by the Electoral Commission seek to impose additional indicators through 
the back door.   The Council feels that the 2007 CSR provided the clarity that authorities were 
looking for and therefore resolved not to adopt these indicators which have been imposed outside 
the CSR framework.” 


The Council, on 14 May, was invited to reconsider their decision in light of your report, but 
Members decided, again, not to adopt the performance indicators.  


 


Regards  
Sheila Parkin  


 


Sheila Parkin  
Democratic Services Officer  
Amber Valley Borough Council  
PO Box 15  
Town Hall  
Market Place  
Ripley  
Derbyshire  
DE5 3XE  
Tel: 01773 841631  


 


--  
Scanned by iCritical.  
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Danny Creighton


From: Mary Colangelo <Mary.Colangelo@West-Norfolk.gov.uk>
Sent: 17 June 2008 12:14
To: Lindsey Taber
Subject: Performance standards for Electoral Registration Officers in Great Britain


Dear Lindsey 
 
In respect of the above consultation document, I just wanted to place on record my agreement generally with the 
Eastern Branch response of the AEA, and to reiterate: 
 
 


 The need for documentation as evidence to be agreed in advance, to make the task as less onerous 
as possible, and 


 
 How will the type and size of authority as well as number of staff be taken into account, as this will 


have a bearing on what budget and resources are available, to achieve the standards. 
 
Regards. 
 
 
Mary Colangelo 
Electoral Officer 
Electoral Registration 
Central Services 
Borough Council of King's Lynn and West Norfolk 
Direct Dial: (01553) 616281 
Fax: (01553) 691663 
E-mail: mary.colangelo@west-norfolk.gov.uk 
 
 


This email and any files transmitted with it are private and intended solely for the use of an individual or 
entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not, or suspect you are not, the intended recipient, the email 
and files have been sent to you in error and any copying, distribution or other use of the information 
contained is strictly prohibited. Please inform the sender by returning the email with a suitable message.  
 
Please note that, whilst all reasonable efforts have been made, we cannot guarantee that this message or any 
attachment is virus free or has not been intercepted and amended. The views of the author may not 
necessarily reflect those of the Council.  
 
Nothing in this email message amounts to a contractual or other legal commitment on the part of the 
Borough Council of King's Lynn and West Norfolk or the author unless confirmed by a signed 
communication.  
 
Borough Council of King's Lynn and West Norfolk,  
King's Court,  
Chapel Street,  
KING'S LYNN  
PE30 1EX  
(01553) 616200.  


 








 
 
 
RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION IN RESPECT OF PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR 
ELECTORAL REGISTRATION OFFICERS IN GREAT BRITAIN – MARCH 2008 
 
 
1.  Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for EROs? 


 
When completing the self-assessment for this Council, the overall set of standards 
appeared to contain all of the key performance issues for EROs. However, given the 
need to present them concisely and in an easy-to-understand format, there are areas 
where there is a cross-over of the type of evidence that can be used for a number of 
the Performance Standard categories.  


 
2.  Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into account 


the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 
 


There are some areas where it is unclear how performance against standard can be 
measured as the generic terms specified in the Standards have not been clearly 
defined. (For example, what is meant by the term ‘available local authority records’). 
Additionally, there are processes that require strategies within the standards that are 
actually being carried out without a dedicated strategy existing. These processes are 
embedded in EROs performance, and are carried out satisfactorily, without the need 
for identification of a discrete strategy. 


  
3.  Does the ‘evidence to support assessment’ section of each standard outline 


appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has met the 
performance standard? 


 
There are many different types of evidence that can be used to support each type of 
assessment, and therefore the standards do not begin to cover what these are. It 
would be useful for the Commission to build up a database of examples of evidence 
used in support of assessments and publish it on its web-site, so that EROs and 
Electoral Administrators can have examples of ways in which they could actually meet 
the required performance standards, or improve on existing performance by 
introducing initiatives that are new to their Authority.  


 
 


How straightforward is it to collect and measure performance information in 
relation to the standards proposed in this consultation paper? 
 
If the ERO/Electoral Administrator are well-organised then collecting the performance 
information is not particularly onerous. The implementation of the standards should 
help identify ways in which ERO/Electoral Administrators can categorise their files and 
folders making and thus help to organize their workloads. 
 
Ian White 
Electoral Services Manager       20/06/08 
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FORMAL RESPONSE TO ELECTORAL COMMISSION CONSULTATION 


PAPER ON PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR ELECTORAL 


REGISTRATION OFFICERS IN GREAT BRITAIN 


 


Introduction 


 


This is a formal response from the Electoral Services Manager at Wakefield 


M.D.C. to the Electoral Commission’s consultation paper published in March 


2008. 


 


1. Whilst the need for performance standards is recognised I have concerns 


about how the standards will work in practice.  The information and data 


gleaned via the process should be used in a positive way in order to improve 


performance and thereby, the service offered to the deserving public.  My 


concerns lie around the use of information in any negative way and the informal 


development of “league tables”.  Let us not delude ourselves, this will happen 


whether or not results are published in this form. Electoral Administrators, who 


are already overburdened, do not need to be beaten by political or 


management “sticks” because of perceived positions in league tables. 


 


2. I also have concerns about the numbers of standards proposed.  This does 


not sit well with the “Lifting the Burdens” agreement.  Standards should not be 


too numerous, over complicated or difficult to collect and/or compile.  Surely, 


the intention has to be a meaningful improvement in the service nationally.  Any 


additional burden reduces the amount of time available to administrators and 


this is already in short supply.  Any time diverted away from front-line delivery 


means less resources for the services offered to the public. 


 


3. I have further concerns about the information being collected. Information 


needs to be collected using the same criteria, if it is not compiled in the same 


way it becomes meaningless e.g. figures for response rates to annual canvass 


– some authorities include information taken from Council Tax as a “return” 


whilst others do not.  There will be numerous examples of such practices 
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throughout the service.  If we are setting standards they need to be set using a 


level playing field. 


 


4. Standards need to be considered against the background of the very 


differing make up of authorities who will have local needs, demands and 


requirements.  Standards will be affected by the type of district, the make up of 


the population, their allocated resources and local policies and standards. 


 


5. Answers to Specific Questions 


 


Q1. Does the overall set of standards reflect the key performance issues for 


ERO’s? 


 


A1. Generally speaking the answer is “yes”. I have issues with some standards 


e.g. “recruitment and training” – some authorities have local policies to adhere 


to.  I can see and understand the interest in the number of staff employed and 


what training is provided to them but not in recruitment practices per se.  Local 


budgets are also a factor to be borne in mind. 


 


Q2. Is each of the performance standards appropriately defined, taking into 


account the need for clear, objective assessment criteria? 


 


A2. Please see my comments in paragraph 3 above, but generally speaking, 


the answer is “yes”. 


 


Q3. Does the “evidence to support assessment” section of each standard 


outline appropriate and sufficient evidence to justify whether an ERO has not 


met the performance standard? 


 


A3.  Some evidence will require significant levels of resource and are 


burdensome e.g. Public Awareness Strategy – Participation.  This standard is 


also dependent on assistance from third parties which is not always available. 


 


There will also be significant budget issues. 
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The Electoral Commission must ensure that in promoting performance 


standards the quality and effectiveness of front-line service delivery is not 


diminished by the overburdening of administrators. 


 


 


I trust that the points I have raised will be carefully considered and will be of use 


to you. 


 


 


The views expressed are those of Christine Mason, Electoral Services 


Manager, Wakefield M.D.C. and should not be published without her express 


permission. 


 


Christine Mason 


Electoral Services Manager 


2 July 2008 


 


 














