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 DERBYSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL  
 

CABINET 
 

30TH JULY 2013 
 

Report of the Director of Legal Services  
 

ELECTORAL COMMISSION REVIEW – ELECTORAL FRAUD IN THE UK  
 
 
 

1.  Purpose of the Report  
  
To inform Cabinet of the current review regarding electoral fraud in the 
UK which is being undertaken by the Electoral Commission and to invite 
Cabinet to comment in response to the consultation by the Electoral 
Commission upon its suggestions for review of the current electoral 
system regarding postal and proxy voting. 
 

2. Information and Analysis  
 
In October 2012, the Electoral Commission commenced a review of 
electoral fraud, focussing on potential vulnerabilities in the electoral 
system.   The Electoral Commission has now published “Electoral Fraud 
in the UK – evidence and issues paper”.  This document is attached at 
Appendix 1.  The review focuses principally on areas of the electoral 
process which the Electoral Commission has identified as possibly 
being vulnerable to fraud.  The areas of vulnerability identified are:  

(a) Absent vote applications (postal and proxy) 
(b) Postal voting processes 
(c) Proxy voting processes 
(d) Polling station security and voting processes.  

  
The paper sets out potential proposals to address the areas of 
vulnerability and identifies specific issues upon which the Electoral 
Commission would like to hear views and new evidence, as follows:  

(a) Electoral integrity in the UK – roles and responsibilities 
(paragraphs 2.6 to 2.32) 

(b) Evidence of electoral fraud in the UK (paragraphs 3.99 to 
3.112) 

(c) Postal voting options for change (paragraphs 4.37 – 4.41) 
(d) Proxy voting options for change (paragraph 4.63) 
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(e) Voting in polling stations options for change (paragraphs 4.92 
to 4.93) 

(f) Electoral registration (paragraphs 4.94 to 4.95) 
 
The Electoral Commission has indicated that it is seeking comments on 
the proposals within its report by 9th August 2013.   The final 
conclusions and recommendations for change are due to be published 
in the autumn of 2013.    
 
Cabinet may wish to restrict its responses to the proposals for change 
regarding proxy and postal voting.   
 
Cabinet’s anticipated responses to the consultation are indicated below 
and, subject of course to Cabinet’s approval, would form the basis of a 
formal response by the County Council to the Electoral Commission.   
 
Postal voting options for change (paragraphs 4.37 – 4.41) 
 
The review highlights three specific areas of concern in respect of 
postal voting namely:  

(1) The security of postal voting 
(2) The risk of legitimate postal votes being intercepted or postal 

voting being used to facilitate fraud by fictitious ‘ghost’ voters 
(3) That postal voting erodes the secrecy of voting and leaves 

some people more vulnerable to pressure to vote in a certain 
way 
  

The review outlines a number of measures which have been 
implemented to improve the security of postal voting, including the 
requirement for electors to provide their signature and date of birth 
which, when applying for a postal vote, is then checked against the 
identifiers provided on the postal voting statement returned with the 
completed ballot paper; the implementation and regular updating of the 
Commission’s Code of Conduct for campaigners and the work with the 
police, Election Registration Officers and Returning Officers to minimise 
the scope of fraud in ensuring that postal ballots are properly handled 
and processed; and the introduction of individual electoral registration in 
Great Britain which will make it much more difficult to create and use 
false entries on the electoral register to apply for postal votes. The 
report stipulates that this will provide an effective way of preventing 
forms of postal voting fraud that rely upon the creation of ‘ghost’ voters 
on the electoral register which are then used fraudulently to apply for 
postal votes. However, the review also indicates that the 
implementation of individual electoral registration would not prevent the 
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use of false personal identifiers to apply for a postal vote on behalf of a 
verified registered elector.    
 
Concerns have also been raised about the role of political parties, 
candidates, canvassers and campaigners handling postal vote 
applications and postal ballot papers.  The report also identifies that 
delivery of postal votes to residential homes may provide further scope 
for fraudulent postal vote activity.  
 
The review identifies that there is no guarantee of secrecy or privacy 
when completing a postal vote, meaning that anyone can influence an 
elector to vote in a particular way and then watch them cast their vote to 
make sure they do so.  
 
In light of these factors, the review outlines a number of options upon 
which specific views are sought:  

(1) Abolishing postal voting on demand to restrict postal voting 
only to those who are unable to attend the polling station for 
reasons of disability, illness, occupation or holiday; 

(2) Temporarily restricting postal voting on demand for a defined 
period in constituencies or other electoral areas where there 
have been recent proven cases of postal voting fraud; 

(3) Completely suspending postal voting for all electors for a 
defined period in constituencies or other electoral areas where 
there have been recent proven cases of postal voting fraud.  

 
The review seeks an indication as to whether the changes are 
supported or opposed, in light of a number of factors detailed in 
paragraph 4.5.   It also queries the criteria which should be applied to 
determine whether postal voting on demand should be abolished or 
restricted and who should make such a determination.  
 
In balancing the need to maintain the integrity of the election process 
and the need to prevent fraud with the need to encourage participation 
and promote the accessibility of the electoral process, Cabinet may 
consider that the measures which have already been implemented or 
are in the process of being implemented are sufficient, and that 
maintaining the current system of postal voting to encourage increased 
participation in elections, bearing in mind the security measures 
currently in place, outweighs the need to increase security and secrecy 
measures.   Upon consideration of the evidence of fraud and 
opportunities for fraud set out within the report, whilst appreciating and 
supporting the need to be vigilant regarding electoral fraud, Cabinet 
may also consider that the further measures for change which are 
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suggested, in consideration of the cost and impact on the voting 
system, are not proportionate, particularly in light of the actual number 
of cases of fraud identified.  
 
The review also seeks views on alternatives to postal voting and in 
particular whether mobile polling facilities or a system of advance voting 
would offer a viable alternative for electors should the availability of 
postal voting in Great Britain be restricted or whether allowing elector to 
‘cancel’ their postal vote and then vote in person at a polling station 
would offer an effective solution to concerns about undue influence and 
postal voting.  
 
In consideration of the factors stipulated at paragraph 4.5 of the 
consultation document, particularly if it is Cabinet’s view that the current 
postal voting system should not be restricted, Cabinet may consider the 
measures not to be proportionate or necessary, and that any measures 
to restrict postal voting are not in the interests of maintaining the 
integrity of the electoral process or in the interests of voters or political 
parties.  However, should the Electoral Commission determine that 
alternatives should be implemented, the more alternatives which can be 
implemented should be implemented, in order to encourage 
participation and the accessibility of the electoral process.    
 
Cabinet may also be of the view that any restriction on postal voting is 
likely to have a greater impact on those who cannot attend a polling 
station, such as those who suffer from a disability or have caring 
responsibilities.  In light of this, Cabinet may be of the view that the 
alternatives, particularly the introduction of mobile polling facilities, 
would seek to address this concern.  Nevertheless, the restrictions on 
postal voting are likely to impact on the equal treatment of electors.  
 
The review indicates that a further range of options focuses on 
restricting the involvement of political parties, canvassers and 
campaigners in the postal voting process by significantly reducing the 
extent to which they are able to handle postal votes (page 57 – issue 5).  
It is stipulated that these options aim to reduce the opportunities for the 
exertion of undue influence over an elector in the completion of their 
postal ballot papers.  The review asks whether the proposals are 
supported or opposed in light of the factors listed at paragraph 4.5.   
 
As with the other suggested changes, Cabinet may consider that these 
additional measures are not proportionate in light of the evidence of the 
level of fraud as presented in the report, and are not necessary to 
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support the integrity of the electoral process.  Further, they may operate 
to limit participation and the accessibility of the electoral process.  
 
 
Proxy voting options for change (paragraph 4.63) 
 
The review highlights three potential vulnerabilities in the proxy voting 
process namely:  

(1) Abuse of a voter’s trust 
(2) Coercion and deception 
(3) Perceptions of impropriety.  

 
The report suggests the following measures to address those potential 
vulnerabilities:  

(1) requiring proxy vote applicants for a particular election to have 
their application attested, as is the case for those wanting a 
proxy vote for a definite or indefinite period.  This would 
potentially make it more difficult for some electors to be 
coerced into applying for a proxy vote;  

(2) restricting the number of electors who can be appointed as 
proxy either by (a) restricting the proxy appointment limit to 
two family members plus two others, or (b) completely 
removing the criteria on  close relatives and limiting the overall 
number of electors for which a  person can act as proxy to two. 

(3) Restricting the availability of proxy votes to special category 
electors, i.e. service voters, overseas voters and Crown 
servants.  

  
 The review seeks an indications as to whether the changes are 
 supported or opposed in light of the factors highlighted in paragraph 
 4.5.  

 
Cabinet may consider that the measures proposed are likely to address 
the potential vulnerabilities of voting by proxy, and therefore, would 
support the integrity of the electoral process and be in the interests of 
voters and political parties.  However, as with the measures regarding 
postal voting, the changes may limit the accessibility of the electoral 
process and the levels of participation and Cabinet may consider that 
any measures which would have this effect are not proportionate or in 
the interests of voters or political parties.  
 
With regard to the proposed measures in respect of both postal and 
proxy voting, Cabinet may wish to indicate that whilst it believes that 
electoral fraud is of serious concern and must be addressed, it would 
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not support any measures which would reduce access to the electoral 
system or make the process for voters more onerous.  Cabinet may also 
wish to suggest that measures to deal with the incidents of fraud should 
be implemented rather than amending the electoral process.   
 
 

3. Considerations 
 

 In preparing this report the relevance of the following factors have been 
 considered: legal, financial, prevention of crime and disorder, equality 
 and diversity, human resources, environmental, health, property and 
 transport considerations 
 
4. Background Papers  

 
As referred to in the report. 
 
 

5. Key Decision  
 
No  
 
 

6. Is it necessary to waive the call-in period?  
 
No  
 

7. Officer’s Recommendation  
 
That Cabinet notes the review being undertaken by the Electoral 
Commission and considers the proposed response to the consultation 
detailed in the report.  
 
 
 
 
 

JOHN McELVANEY 
DIRECTOR OF LEGAL SERVICES 

 














































































































































































