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Why 

performance 

standards?

• Public accountability – assurance that 

electoral processes are well run

• Service benchmarking – enabling 

individual ROs/EROs to compare 

performance against their peers and performance against their peers and 

identify opportunities for improvement 

over time

• Policy development and evaluation –

providing evidence to policy makers to 

support improvements in the overall 

legislative and funding framework



Performance 

standards in 

context

• Apply directly to ROs/EROs in their 

individual capacity as independent 

statutory office holders, and therefore 

does not apply to local authorities

• Outside wider performance frameworks • Outside wider performance frameworks 

for local government, but aiming to be 

consistent
• No EC powers to direct ROs/EROs –

performance monitoring on a local and 

national basis, not performance 

management system



Proportionate 

burden

• Understand concerns about 

proportionality of administrative burden

• Any form of oversight or accountability 

mechanism is likely to be more 

burdensome than having no mechanism burdensome than having no mechanism 

at all

• Confident that the reporting burden is not 

significant

• Will continue to monitor costs – to EROs 

and ROs and to the Commission –

against the wider benefits



The challenge 

of outcome-

focussed 

measures Processes Outcomes

Relevance to electors

measures Processes Outcomes

Ease and reliability of measurement

Control of ERO/RO



Standards vs 

measures

• Performance standard – a description of 

the minimum level of performance that is 

expected, to support the effective delivery 

of an ERO’s functions

• Performance measure – a quantitative 

measure of the quality of electoral 

registers, either in relation to their 

completeness or their accuracy



Data return • Return period from 1 December 2007 to 

18 January 2008:

– Half returned by end December

– 318 (78%) by deadline

– 383 (94%) by 29 January 2008

– 402 (99%) by mid-February 2008

• Completion of return does not appear to 

have been a significant burden – between 

2 hours and half a day effort required
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Yes

• Customer feedback survey

• Complaints procedure

• Webpage is easily accessible

Customer service focus – percentage 

of EROs carrying out activities

0% 50% 100%

Yes
In part
No

• Webpage is easily accessible

• Provision of 

information/posters/ leaflets

• Key documents available and 

accessible in a range of 

formats

• Demonstrable and timely 

publication and supply of 

electoral registers



Yes

• RPA section 9A

• Uses other available records 

• Staff training

• Complete and accurate 

property database

Improving accuracy – percentage of 

EROs carrying out activities
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• Relationships with schools

• Identifies duplicate records

• Monitors returned mail

• Checks identifiers

• Reviews validity of identifiers 

• Steps to maintain integrity 



Yes

• Raises general awareness of 

the service

• Participates in initiatives

• Publicity strategy 

Encouraging participation and 

registration – percentage of EROs 

carrying out activities
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Yes
In part
No

• Approach to target home-

movers

• Identifies groups/areas least 

likely to be registered

• Mechanisms for working with 

schools

• Liaison with residential care 

homes



Yes

• Awareness by staff of integrity 

issues

• Publicises what constitutes 

electoral fraud

• Evaluates processes to rate 

• Processes for dealing with 

suspicious applications

Enhancing integrity – percentage of 

EROs carrying out activities
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Yes
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No

• Evaluates processes to rate 

individual initiatives

• Links to local police and SPOC

• Checks irregular levels of 

applications

• Acknowledges all forms

• Detects and investigates 

multiple absent vote 

applications



Next steps • Standards for EROs:

– Consultation on draft standards April-June 

2008

– Publish standards July 2008

• Standards for ROs:

– Pilot survey May 2008 elections

– Consultation on draft standards autumn 

2008

– Publish standards by end 2008



Future issues • Integration with Commission’s guidance 

and advice role:

– Identifying and promoting good practice

– Supporting self improvement

– Peer support

• Examination of electoral administration 

structures:

– Organisational issues

– Accountability and responsibility 

– Funding


