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PRIVILEGES AND PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

PUBLIC ELECTIONS WORKING PARTY REPORT

FOREWORD

The Privileges and Procedures Committee is plemsprtesent to the States the report
of the Public Elections Working Party.

The Working Party was established by PPC in laté92@ review the current
operation of the Public Elections (Jersey) Law 2808 to make recommendations for
change. It was chaired by the Vice-Chairman of PB€puty Collin Egré and the
members were Connétable Peter Hanning represetittn@omité des Connétables
and Deputy Montfort Tadier.

This report is presented as prepared by the WorRiagy and its recommendations
have yet to be considered by PPC. The Committdecwiilsider the Working Party’s
recommendations alongside all other comments agdestions received following
the close of a one-month consultation period artdthat stage, will lodge a
proposition seeking States approval for the recongatons that are supported by
PPC.

Comments on the Working Party’s report can be foded to the Privileges and
Procedures Committee through the Committee ClerkpaAHeuston, at the States
Greffe, Morier House, St. Helier, JE1 1DD, or byma# to a.heuston@gov.je

Comments should be received by close of businegsiday 30th July 2010.
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PRIVILEGES AND PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
PUBLIC ELECTIONS WORKING PARTY
REPORT
Introduction
The Public Elections Working Party was establishgdhe Privileges and Procedures
Committee to review the current operation of théllelElections (Jersey) Law 2002
and to make recommendations for change. The Workiagy was chaired by the
Vice-Chairman of PPC, Deputy Collin Egré and thenibers were Connétable Peter
Hanning representing the Comité des ConnétableDapdity Montfort Tadier from
PPC.
The recommendations in this Report were agreedatolely by the 3 members of the
Working Party with the exception of the recommeratet on a later opening hour for
polling stations and on amending the postal vosiygiem. As indicated in the body of
this Report, Deputy Montfort Tadier recorded hisosy dissent to both of these
recommendations and was invited to give his reasenieh are set out at Appendix 1.
The Working Party agreed to consider the followiagms of reference, although it
also agreed that it would also consider any otblevant matters that arose during its
review —

To consider the Public Elections (Jersey) Law 2802 the electoral process,
with particular regard to —

(@ the number of separate elections that candilitdéed on one day;

(b) the regularisation of the nomination day foeotions and the
procedures for chairing nomination meetings;

(© the role of the Jurats in connection with refefa;

(d) the number oAdjointsappointed by each parish;

(e) the location of district polling stations;

() procedures for postal and pre-poll voting;

(9) the inclusion of known names on the ballot pape

(h) the provision of photographs of candidatesoditng stations; and
® the electronic function in the voting process.

The Working Party’s comments and recommendatiordeiueach of the terms of
reference are set out below.
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(@) The number of separate elections that can bediitated on one day

The Working Party noted that on 30th June 200%tia¢es had adopted a proposition
of Deputy J.A.N. Le Fondré of St. Lawrence (P.1092) and agreed that all elections
(other than by-elections) should be held on theesday in every election year. This
would mean that from 2011, in the absence of afiyrmeto the composition of the
States, there would be elections for 6 Senator&dithétables and 29 Deputies on
one day. The Working Party was aware that PPC basdiscussed this matter with
the Minister for Treasury and Resources to enshat the day chosen does not
interfere with an orderly process for the AnnuakBess Plan and Budget debates and
has concluded that a date in mid-October shoulddsemmended as the single
election day. As a result, the Working Party did meed to consider the actual date of
the single election day and restricted its consitiien to the process.

The experience during 2008 when elections for S®satConnétables and a
referendum were held on a single day was takenaotmunt when considering the
procedures for holding a number of elections oimgles day from 2011.

The Working Party consulted with the Jurats, thaiclal Greffe, and the Comité des
Connétables in this regard, and feel that there@amember of practicalities to be taken
into account in respect of the number of separigtetiens that can be facilitated on
one day.

Standing for more than one office at the same time

In the recent past, candidates have stood forffiee @f Senator or Connétable and, if
unsuccessful, have later been able to be nomirfatethe position of Deputy. The

Working Party recognised that, following the intuation of the single election day,

candidates would continue, in the absence of amygtatutory restriction, to be able
to stand for a number of positions, and could, heoty, be elected to all of the
positions for which they had been nominated. Thekifig Party believes it would be

unsatisfactory for a situation to arise where as@erhad been elected to up to
3 offices at the same time.

Being elected to 2 or even 3 positions on one dawldvresult in a number of
difficulties as a member could clearly not serveniore than one capacity. As a result
it would be necessary for the member concernecdtate one or more of the offices,
resulting in the practical consequence that whemthw States was constituted there
could be a number of vacancies yet to be filledthey by-elections that would be
necessary to fill the other positions. This woulelam that the Assembly would not be
fully constituted for the elections of Chief Mirgst Ministers and the various
chairmen and members of panels and committeesiditi@n, any member elected in
a subsequent by-election would be too late to Imsidered for a position of official
responsibility as the post-holders would alreadyeHaeen appointed.

A candidate might also be entitled to incur expsneamore than one capacity during
the election campaign and could, in practice, spiredtotality of their permitted
expenses in support of their campaign for one @dei post, thereby gaining an
unfair advantage. A candidate nominated, for examged a Senator and a Connétable
could spend the entire permitted amount of seratexpenses on a campaign in the
relevant parish.
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The Working Party was, however, initially conscidbiat preventing a candidate from
standing for more than one office at the same timéd be seen as a disproportionate
restriction on the ability of persons to stand &bection in whichever category or
categories they wished. The Working Party theref&waght preliminary advice in
respect of human rights compatibility, and, havimpsidered that advice and given
the matter serious consideration, worddommendthat candidates be restricted from
standing for more than one office at the same tiwseindicated below, it is likely that
the nomination meeting for Senators will be foll@vey nomination meetings for
Connétables and Deputies the following day andMoeking Partyrecommendsthat
legislation is brought forward to provide that, time event that a person already
nominated as a candidate for Senator was then madednfor another office, any
second nomination would invalidate the earlier naation, with the consequence that
at the end of the nomination process a person wonilgl be nominated to stand for
one office on the same day.

The polling process

Having consulted with the Jurats, the Judicial terednd the Comité des Connétables,
the Working Party wouldecommendthe following —

0] Three ballot boxes should be installed at epgling station (one to
contain the votes for Senators, one for Connétahles one for
Deputies).

(ii) Different coloured ballot papers should be disior each of the
elections (in order to assist with the count). TWerking Party
believes it would also be helpful for each ballaper to indicate at the
top which election it was for together with an iration of the
maximum number of candidates that an elector colattbse. Without
this indication it is possible that some electorsuld arrive in the
booth with 3 ballot papers and be confused aboithwbne applied to
which election.

(i)  Voters should be asked which elections thaghmo vote in and be
given the appropriate ballot papers. The WorkingtyPeecognised
that some voters may have no interest in voting frarticular election
when 2 or 3 are held on the same day and was ceeténat forcing
electors to take ballot papers they did not wantldcdead to a
situation where ballot papers were spoilt or takem the polling
station without being inserted in the ballot boxiethwould then lead
to problems for théutorisésin the reconciliation process during the
count.

(iv) One electoral list should be produced, witbadBumns to be marked
off to indicate which election papers each votes haceived.
Although, in theory, an elector could then attemel polling station on
3 separate occasions to vote if 3 separate elsctvene being held on
one day, the Working Party thought this was extignualikely in
practice and, even if a small number of electods itiwould not cause
undue disruption to the operation of the pollirafisn.
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(V) The opening of the poll, as specified underiddt30 of the Public
Elections (Jersey) Law 2002, should be amended &m9 The
Working Party, by a majority, considered that thpeming at 8 a.m.
had not led to any overall increase in the numibetoters during the
day and considered that a 9 a.m. start was moomable for the
Autorisésand others who have to arrive at the polling statiefore
the opening time and who often stay late into thenang or even the
early hours of the following morning for the cou@oncern was
nevertheless expressed by Deputy Tadier (who disgeinom this
recommendation) who considered that the later oygewould lead to
a reduced turnout and would send out a mixed medsaglectors by
restricting polling hours at a time when the Statasted to encourage
greater voter participation. The Deputy also falttthe poll should
open at 7 a.m. to allow more people to vote befiar.

(vi) Consideration should be given to the instadlatof additional polling
booths at polling stations so that the additioimétspent by voters to
complete the ballot papers does not result in delay

The Count

The time needed to complete the count varies agaptd a number of factors —
D the number and experience of Adjointsavailable;
(2) the number of candidates;

3) the requirement for tally sheets where thetilacis for 2 or more
seats.

The Working Party believes it would be preferabbde 8 counts be made on the
evening of election day, and wouldcommendthat this approach be adopted in as
many of the parishes as possible in order to enshae local interest and the
traditional excitement of election night is sustinThe Working Party believes that,
if possible,Autorisésshould make arrangements with parishes for additiddjoints

to be appointed to cope with the additional worlllahat will arise in the counts
following a single election day. It may be apprageito look beyond the traditional
‘pool’ of staff and volunteers used for this purpowithin each parish and the
Working Party considers that there may, for examle suitable public sector
employees who could be released from their dutiegd the day and who would be
willing to assist with the election process on éuntary basis throughout the evening
as well. It is, however, recognised that countihgyates on election night is unlikely
to be possible at all polling stations with a senglection day. This approach may
therefore only be realistic where the Senators’ntqwhich always requires a tally
sheet to be completed) is held alongside count®éguuty and Connétable which are
for single seats, namely at the following pollintgt®ns —

e St. Saviour No. 3
e St. Brelade No. 1

e Trinity
* Grouville
e St.John
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e St. Martin
e St. Mary

e St. Ouen
e St. Peter.

At the 8 other polling stations, tally sheets vd required for both the Deputies’ and
the Senators’ counts. It is therefore acceptedélratiised timescale may be required
at the following polling stations, even with thepatment of additionahdjoints

e St. Helier No. 1

e St. Helier No. 2

e St. Helier No. 3

e St. Saviour No. 1
e St. Saviour No. 2
e St. Brelade No. 2
» St. Clement

e St. Lawrence.

At these polling stations the count will be expdcte take considerably longer,
although it is not possible to know how many coumils be necessary in a particular
parish or district until after the nomination eveys. The Working Party recognises
that it will ultimately be a matter for the parigsimd theAutoriséfor each Parish to

decide how best to deal with the counts. The Waorkarty would recommend the
following:

1 election: There may only be a Senators’ election in somesReasi so the count and
declaration may proceed as normal on election egeni

2 dlections: If only 2 elections have taken place then bothdbents should proceed
as normal, with additional help for the count itassary.

3 elections: If 3 counts are considered possible then appr@paatangements should
be made, including the appointment of a new grdugpantingAdijointsarriving at a
designated time if necessary.

For those parishes and districts who do not fekd slbbcomplete more than 2 counts
on election evening, the Working Party wouktommend that the Deputies’ and

Connétables’ elections are counted and declaredetrening as the candidates for
these posts are more likely to be at the polliradicat waiting for the results. This

recommendation is also the preferred option ofitirats.

Any ballot boxes that are not counted will needbédkept securely until the following
day, when the count would commence. It is posshd¢ all ballot boxes will need to
be unsealed and opened during the count if it besoectear during the reconciliation
process that some votes are missing from the bmglmunted and it is suspected
that these have inadvertently been put in the wimng In these cases the Jurats have
confirmed that the remaining box or boxes wouldpened and the use of coloured
ballot papers will make the missing ballot papetatively easy to identify. The Jurats
have confirmed that any ballot boxes that needet@mjbened in this way would be
securely resealed if the count was being deferretl later. The Comité des
Connétables has also confirmed that the Connétabkessatisfied that appropriate
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security arrangements can be put in place if sehdlbt boxes need to be stored
overnight.

In making this recommendation, the Working Parggktonto account the fact that, in
2008 in St. Helier, with a 34.1% poll, the resuittlee votes in the Senators’ election
and the referendum was declared at 1 a.m. The WprRarty and the Jurats both
believe that, if it is considered that the countuldoneed to continue into the early
hours of the morning, it would be preferable fog tount to take place the following
day, rather than to continue through the nightcdming to this conclusion, both
parties had regard for the comments of the Chieéchtve of the Electoral
Commission, Peter Wardle, who said the following riespect of the U.K.
Parliamentary general election —

“The most important thing is that the count is aata and that voters have
confidence in the election result. We all enjoydReitement of election night,
but Returning Officers have a responsibility to makire that the results are
accurate and accepted... It is entirely appropriaie Returning Officers to
decide to hold the count on Friday if they are clésat this is necessary to
ensure an accurate result.”

Voting on a Saturday

The Working Party has given consideration to thesgmlity of moving polling day to
a Saturday instead of the current requirement td letections on a Wednesday.
Although some people traditionally vote on theirywa or from work or school, the
Working Party believes that many people would finehore convenient to vote at the
weekend when most voters will be at home and nehear local polling station all
day. This could be one way to improve turnout ane Working Party therefore
sought the views of the Jurats and the Connétallélsis suggestion.

The Jurats agreed that moving polling day coulddm more voters, but pointed out
that new difficulties could be created for parishad the idea might not be welcomed
by the substantial number of volunteers and pafitials who run the elections so
willingly on Wednesdays. The Jurats pointed out thaving to a single election day
will already require significant changes to exigtiprocedures and suggested that it
may be preferable to deal with that issue in 204fbte moving to Saturday elections.
The Comité des Connétables also drew attentiohacstaffing difficulties that could
arise by a move to Saturday elections and suggésa¢donsultation with staff would
be needed as well as consideration of what additioasts might be incurred. The
Comité noted that if some counts were deferrechéofpllowing day, as mentioned
above, staff and volunteers would need to work Guaday as well as the Saturday.

Having considered the views expressed, the Workiagy does nevertheless believe
that it would be worthwhile, if possible, to trialSaturday election in due course. The
Working Party accepts that the move to a singletiele day in the autumn of 2011
will be a significant change in itself and it woulé unwise to make a further change
by introducing Saturday voting as well. The WorkiParty nevertheless believes that
at some stage after 2011 it would be useful td @igaturday election to assess
whether turnout would be improved by a permanergngk from Wednesday to
Saturday for all elections.

R.94/2010



(b) The regularisation of the nomination day for ekctions and the procedures
for chairing nomination meetings

The Working Party felt that this should be broadket®include the regularisation of
the procedures for chairing nomination and hustimgetings, and whether it was
appropriate for politicians, namely the Connétabldso may be standing for election
in the same session, to be chairing meetings.

The Working Party, having sought appropriate advisesatisfied that there are no
legal or human rights issues that prevent Connésallom chairing nomination
meetings. The Public Elections (Jersey) Law 200Xkeamdt clear that nomination
meetings are essentially procedural in nature atd for the purpose of confirming
the candidacy of someone who is qualified for @acand has collected the requisite
number of signatures from registered electors.chrtl8(1) of the Law makes it
mandatory for a person to be admitted as a cardifitiey have been duly proposed
and seconded at a nomination meeting and it follinasthe person who presides over
the meeting has no power to exclude candidategshé&munore, if the Connétable is
proposed as a candidate, Article 20(2) requireshanafficer of the Parish to preside
at the nomination meeting.

Procedures for nomination

Under paragraph (a) of this report, the Workingty?aecommends that candidates
should be restricted from standing for more tham office at the same time. This
would eliminate the need for any considerable ienito nomination proceedings as a
candidate will not be required to be in 2 placesrate on nomination day, as they will
not be able to stand for more than one electiothersame day. The Working Party
recognised that it would in theory be possiblegplaice the entire nhomination system
with a paper-based system of nomination similathat used in Guernsey where
nomination documents would be submitted to a gieeation (in practice probably
either the Judicial Greffe or the relevant Parisdll)Hby a specified deadline. The
Working Party nevertheless concluded that the atisgstem of nomination meetings
provided a ‘launch’ for the election process andiebed that there was no good
reason to recommend change. The Working Party nbegtdunder the provisions of
the Law there is no formal requirement for the d¢daie to be presented and there also
appears to be no actual requirement for a propasgiseconder to speak as long as a
duly completed signed nomination paper is ‘produtethe nomination meeting.

Having discussed the matter with the Jurats, thekivg Party wouldrecommend
that Senators continue to be nominated at the Tdaih and the Connétables and
Deputies in their respective Parishes on the fatigwevening. The reason for
consecutive evenings is simply to enable the pribglu®f one electoral list for all of
the elections, with the electoral list for the 8atlons closing at noon on the date
preceding the Senators’ nomination meeting.

There should continue to be a cut-off date befbee first nomination meeting for
those registering to vote in an election in oraerthe parish to know who is eligible
to propose and second a candidate at the nominatéting, and so that candidates
can receive a list of electors who can be canvasselvote.
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(© The role of the Jurats in connection with refeenda

The Working Party consulted with the Jurats on ploimit, and noted that they have no
wish to be involved with the supervision of refetan

In 2008 the referendum was attached to the pultdictien as this appeared more
convenient; however, the Jurats have pointed catt ttiere is a marked difference
between the nature of a public election to theeStaf Jersey and a referendum which
is seeking the views of the public, the result dfich is not binding upon the States.
Holding the referendum on the same day as thei@tscplaced an additional burden
upon the staff and volunteers who run the electiap. The Jurats have stated that
assumptions of this kind should not be made, andguures for referenda should be
thought of quite apart from elections and the Ctatriés would also recommend that
referenda were not held on the same day as a plbtition.

The Working Party recognised that the formaliti#sched to public elections need
not be applied in the same way to a referendumvolild thereforeecommendthat
the procedures for referendum be simplified andiaidtered by parish hall staff and
volunteers. Voting slips should then be taken te @wcation, where a centralised
count would be established.

(d) The number of Adjoints appointed by each parish

The number ofAdjointsappointed by each parish varies according to ldagtien and
the requirements of the parish. To date, the Caiiet have not experienced any
difficulty in providing Adjoints but with multiple elections on the same day the
number of people able to assist may be limited hVEiveral elections there will be
multiple candidates, and an increased number oplpewith an allegiance to a
candidate which would prevent them from volunteggas amdjoint

The Jurats would agree that the parishes dealelétttions in a very efficient manner.
However, with regard to the single election dayd #re processing of up to 3 counts,
the Working Party wouldecommend that each parish appoints moigjoints to
assist with the count after the poll closes atr8. it is possible that parishes may need
to look more widely than has happened in the magtentify people able to assist and
it is possible, for example, that some public erpés could be asked to assist on
election day.

(e) The location of district polling stations
The Working Party sought the views of the Comité @®nnétables on this point as
concern had been expressed by some members of BRE the suitability of some

premises that are used at present.

The Comité replied to the Working Party as follovegarding the location and
suitability of polling stations —
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Criteria used to establish appropriate locations pwlling stations in respect
of accessibility, parking, public awareness etc.

The Parish Hall is used as the polling stationttoe electorate and additional
polling stations are also provided if required efgr district elections or
where the number of electors could not easily lmmaxnodated at the Parish
Hall.

The Parish Hall is well known to parishioners anii-aexcept St. Helier —
have parking facilities. The Parish Hall layoutsnche adapted to facilitate
the holding of an election (separate entrance axit] etc.) and facilities are
also available for the number of persons requiredntanage the polling
station (refreshments, rest area etc). The distpeolling stations are also
selected to ensure ease of access for the eleattersding that polling station
and for the facilities required.

Persons who are unable to attend the polling statioay have their vote
collected at their home by the Autorisé or Adjdifitticle 35 of the Public
Elections (Jersey) Law 2002); alternatively postat pre-poll voting options
are available in accordance with the law.

Details of any problems experienced in respecheflocation of and facilities
available at, polling stations (with particular raed to those parishes where
district polling stations are established);

Any problems with polling stations, including distrpolling stations, have
been overcome as the same premises have beerousegfy years. The only
issue which might remain — if there were severettabns on the same day —
would be that space in some polling stations istéichand may be insufficient
for all counts to be undertaken at the same time.

The Comité des Connétables advised that consideratbuld be given to the use of
alternative buildings, such as schools, if laclspéce proved problematic. However,
this would require the school to be shut, or thectdbn to take place on a Saturday.
The Working Party believes it would be worthwhitettial an election on a Saturday
to ascertain if this would increase turnout aacommendsthat this could perhaps be
done initially for a by election.

If elections remained on a weekday, the Comité esiggl that an alternative might be
to have an additional mini-polling station for ey@arish in a central location, such as
the Royal Square, in addition to that in the paitsklf. This would also require
additional; safeguards in the voting process taenthat electors did not seek to vote
more than once. For these reasons, and with regarthe Working Party's
recommendations in respect of pre-poll voting whiéh effectively create this ‘mini-
polling station’ up to the day before election dalye Working Party would not
recommend the introduction of this facility at tetage.

The Working Party did not consider itself competientomment on the suitability of
individual premises that are used as polling statiout noted the reassurances given
by the Comité. The Working Party considers thah&mbers of the States or others
have concerns about the suitability of any paréicydremises used these should be
raised with the Connétable of the parish concerned.
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() Procedures for postal and pre-poll voting

The Working Party considered the current postal@eepoll voting process. Part 7 of
the Public Elections (Jersey) Law 2002 sets oufptioeedure for postal and pre-poll
voting which is overseen by the Judicial Greffe.

The current provisions are that electors are entitb vote by post or pre-poll if they
are likely to be out of Jersey on polling day ortliey have commitments or a
disability that prevent them from attending at paling station. Article 38 of the

Public Elections (Jersey) Law 2002 reads as follews

A person entitled to vote at a poll for a publieation is entitled to do so

before the poll if —

€)) the person is likely to be out of Jersey dutimg hours of polling;

(b) the person has commitments, or a disabilitgt thill prevent him or
her from attending personally at a polling statiom polling day.

The Deputy Judicial Greffier has informed PPC poasly that his department does
not make any detailed enquiries about the natutbeotommitment and staff simply
rely on the declaration made by the person applyingote in this way stating that
they have the required commitment or disability.

Postal voting

If a public election is necessary after a nomimatieeeting, the Judicial Greffe must
advertise in the Jersey Gazette setting out hoelestor may obtain a postal vote or
pre-poll at the Judicial Greffe. The Working Parigted that the nature of the
advertisement required by the Law makes the tertpticated to follow and the
adverts must, by law, be published in the Jersezeta where some voters may not
notice them. The Working Party therefoneecommends that the statutory
requirements should be amended so that the notaesbe made more easily
understandable to potential electors.

A person who wishes to vote by post must fill inagaplication form. Blank forms are
available from the Judicial Greffe or from the mmet and can also be given out to
voters by any person (including candidates or tlegresentatives).

Following the insertion of new Article 39A in thealv in 2008 (which the States voted
against repealing last year) any persgpneptcandidates or their representative(s) can
assist an elector to fill in the application fornhish must then be returned to the
Judicial Greffe. Any persoexceptcandidates or their representative(s) can defhesr
form or cause it to be delivered.

Once the Judicial Greffier has received an apptinahe notes the name of the elector
in a copy of the relevant electoral register whiglorwarded in due course to the
Autoriséfor polling day. The Judicial Greffier then sermild to the voter —

(a) a ballot paper;

(b) a form of declaration of identity to be contplé by the voter;
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(c) a ballot paper envelope marked as such (ad smatlope);
(d) a pre-addressed larger envelope (addressbd thudicial Greffier).

The postal voting process itself could be consuiéoebe relatively complicated for an
elector. Once the necessary documents arrive frendadicial Greffe the voter must
cast his or her votes by completing the ballot papdhe usual way and must then
fold the ballot paper and place it in thmall ballot paper envelope. The voter must
then complete and sign the declaration of idenfityn and have the signature
witnessed by another person. The voter must thientlie@ declaration of identity and
place it, together with themall envelope now containing the ballot paper, in the
larger envelope which must then be sent back tduleial Greffe. (Experience over
the last few years has shown that many electodvérgently fold the declaration of
identity several times and place it in theall envelope with the ballot paper. This
previously invalidated the vote but a change tacket46 made last year now allows
the Autoriséto open the small envelope if he or she suspeocta fts size that the
missing declaration is in it.)

It goes without saying that candidates or theirespntative(s) must not be present
when an elector completes the ballot paper andrélteed processes in order to
preserve the secrecy of the voting process.

The Working Party concluded that elderly or disdbddectors or those with literacy
problems may find the second stage of the votilnggss quite complex, and the valid
concerns that have been raised by some States meeath®ut the difficulty for some
voters to be able to fill in aapplication form for a postal vote would seem to apply
equally, if not be even more applicable, to thelialctoting process.

Pre-poll voting

The system of pre-poll voting, where electors gthtooffices of the Judicial Greffe to
vote in advance of polling day, follows the postaling process very closely, with the
only real difference being that voters attend inspe to complete the process rather
than documents being exchanged by post. The eriteribeing able to pre-poll vote
are identical to those for postal voting and thpgpaork to be completed is identical,
albeit that it is all completed at the same timel @mce the application form is
completed the voter is handed the ballot paper smdll envelope immediately.
Unlike the postal voting process which is donerakekector's home address with no
assistance, officers at the Judicial Greffe arédamd to assist pre-poll voters who may
find the documentation difficult to understandhaligh they will always take care to
ensure that the confidentiality of the actual vgtomocess is preserved.

‘Sick’ votes

Article 35 of the Law contains a provision in réat to ill or disabled voters that is
often referred to as ‘sick votes’. The Article swathat —

35 [l or disabled voters
(2) In the case of a person entitled to vote whth, idisabled or illiterate,
the Autorisé or an Adjoint may take such measures as he or she
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considers appropriate for taking his or her votegyided secrecy in
voting is maintained.

(2) Those measures may include a visit to the pefsothe purpose of
delivering a ballot paper to the person, attendinbilst the person
records his or her vote on it, and bringing thelbpaper back to the
polling station and placing it in the ballot box.

As can be seen, the procedure is extremely simplenwcompared to the normal
postal voting process. In practice the relevanisRaHall is usually contacted on
polling day by the voter or by a friend, relativecarer, and théutoriséor one of his
or her Adjoints often a member of the honorary police or anotheish official,
simply goes to the voter’s residence and waits evtiie voter completes the ballot
paper. The ballot paper is kept in a confidentialywbrought back to the polling
station and placed it in the ballot box with theatbr's name being marked off the
register.

Working Party recommendations on postal and prevoting

When considering whether to recommend any chargg®dtal and pre-poll voting
procedures, the Working Party decided that the teetisure the integrity of the poll
was of paramount importance. As a result, althamghmoves to make voting simpler
and more widely available are to be encouragedeth@d to be assessed against the
principle of integrity. The Working Party noted @anns expressed in a number of
reports in the United Kingdom that making postaling more widely available had
increased the risk of electoral fratiihe UK Electoral Reform Society’s current view
on postal voting as indicated on its website is —

“The Society believes that turnout is not fallingchuse voting has got more
difficult, and thus postal voting is not the besitywto increase political
engagement. Given the widespread evidence of femtithe inherent risks of
security and secrecy that can realistically neverdvercome, the Society does
not believe postal voting is ready for wider usésée Appendix 1 for the
Society’s full comments on postal voting).

It was clear to the Working Party that pre-pollingtand the ‘sick’ votes procedure
both score very highly when judged against theqgpie of integrity. Conversely,
although there has never been evidence of any prelad electoral fraud in Jersey
with the postal voting procedure, the system oftgdosoting is clearly open to abuse
as it is not always possible to verify the idenafythe voter or to ensure the secrecy of
the poll when the ballot paper is being completed.

The Working Partyecommendsthat the system of pre-poll voting should be opene
up to all electors and that the current requirenteait electors must have some form of
commitment which prevents them from voting on pagjlday should be removed. The
pre-poll system is as secure as voting at a pobiagion as officers of the Judicial

Greffe check the identity of electors and the vgtprocess itself is undertaken in a
totally secure and secret manner. The Working Peotysiders that there are some
electors, particularly those who work in St. Helimho would find it convenient to

vote in advance of polling day in the centre of tiowerhaps in their lunch-break, and

! See for example: “Purity of Elections in the UKauses for concern” published in 2008 by
the Joseph Rowntree Reform Trust Ltd.
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this could encourage some electors who would notretise participate to cast their
vote.

The Working Party alscecommendsthat the pre-poll voting system be simplified so
that the process of placing envelopes in envelagatough completing a postal vote
should no longer be required. Instead, voters waintply be asked to show their
identity, complete the ballot paper and place itha ballot paper envelope. It would
then be kept in a secure place at the Judicialf&ref

The Working Party, by a majorityecommendsthat the system of postal voting
should be restricted to those electors who willoog of the Island on polling day.
Deputy Tadier dissented from this recommendaticcabse he was concerned that it
takes away an existing option for electors who wantote and would lead to a
reduction in turnout. He was also concerned thailitplace a new and unnecessary
burden on théutorisésand the parishes. The Working Party, having rexkadvice,

is satisfied that no legal or human rights issuesdrom this recommendation which
is also the preferred approach of the Comité dem&@ables, who consider that postal
voting could be open to abuse as there is no sgdarithe person casting their vote.
Those electors who are currently able to obtainsigh vote through the provisions of
Article 38(b) of the Law, namely persons whtave commitments, or a disability,
that will prevent him or her from attending perstipat a polling station on polling
day”, would no longer be able to vote by post. Thesetets would nevertheless be
able to vote in the election either by pre-polltbrough the enhanced ‘sick vote’
procedure described below.

The Working Party believes that the procedure itichr 35 for collecting votes from
persons who are ill or disabled (usually known las ‘sick vote’ procedure) works
extremely well and thereforecommendsthat it should be expanded. The system has
the advantage of being simple and secure and ane@roblems that have been
identified that some electors who are disabled arehliteracy problems find the
current postal vote system too complicated. As fapat above the system involves
an authorised official going to the home addresaroélector and taking with them a
blank ballot paper which the elector simply fillsimmediately. At present this is only
done on polling day and the Working Party beliethed it may be necessary for it to
be extended to a period encompassing several ddgselthe poll to ensure that all
electors who need to vote in this way can be \dsitdhe Working Party envisages that
electors themselves, or any other person on thehalh could contact a specified
person (probably at the relevant Parish Hall) aqluest that an official calls at their
residence to enable them to vote. The Working Patpmmends that the revised
system should enable candidates or their reprasesgawho identified an elector
during canvassing who could not get to the pollgtgtion to make the necessary
contact to request a ‘sick vote’ on the electoesdif even though the system would
avoid the need for the candidate to become invoivedny way with the voting
process itself. It should be pointed out that theats, when consulted, did not feel it
was appropriate for candidates to be allowed targetived with phoning the parish
hall on behalf of voters and the Jurats did not a®e reason to change the current
system of ‘sick’ votes.

The Working Party is conscious that its recommeaondatmay have some resource
implications for the Judicial Greffe and the paeshut is hopeful that the reduction in
the scope of postal voting will offset any incre@asevorkload for the Judicial Greffe
that may arise from the relaxation of the pre-poling criteria. The Working Party is
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aware of the willingness of members of the HonoRwlice and other parish officers
to assist with the election process and hopeditleae officers will be willing to assist
with the enhanced ‘sick vote’ procedure.

(9) The inclusion of known names on the ballot pape

The Working Party was asked by PPC to consider henetandidates should be
allowed to include their ‘known name’ on the baklbatper when this varied from their
actual full name. The Working Party noted that, édsample, Deputy John Benjamin
Fox is always commonly known as ‘Deputy Ben Foxd @eputy Frederick John Hill
BEM as ‘Deputy Bob Hill'. At present candidates hano possibility of reflecting
these commonly known names on the ballot paper.

The Working Party was aware that this issue had lmemsidered in Guernsey and
therefore sought advice from the Guernsey autlesriin how they dealt with the
matter. The Working Party was advised that the @Gaeyr legislation was, effectively,
silent on the matter. The Reform (Guernsey) Law81® amended simply provides
that nominations shall be in writing, that theylsba accompanied by a declaration of
eligibility and be delivered to the Bailiff, in hisapacity as Presiding Officer of the
States, within a given period. With regard to katlapers, the Loi relative au Scrutin
Secret of 1899 states that the ballot papers $leaf the names of each candidate
nominated.

Following the 2004 General Election, the Guernseytharities received
representations from one Deputy to the effect tihany electors had expressed
surprise about his name as shown on the ballotrpepée was always known by a
shortened version of that name. The Deputy repattatl some electors had even
stated that they had been in doubt whether it waslly him who was a candidate.

The Guernsey authorities took advice from the Laficé€rs who concluded that that
the Law would not prevent the Bailiff from accepgtim nomination form which
included a commonly known name, providing that gleeson’s full name was also
included and similarly that the Registrar-GenefaElectors could issue ballot papers
under similar conditions.

The Guernsey nomination forms now contain the ¥athg guidance note —

“The candidate’s full name will be shown on thelbapaper. However, when
a candidate has a commonly known name it can aksanbluded: e.qg.
“SMITH, John Edward (commonly known as Ted)”. luywish a commonly
known name to be used it must be clearly showmisrfdrm. The Bailiff and
Registrar-General of Electors reserve the right tomtpublish a commonly
known name which is, or may be perceived to bensiffe or misleading.”

In the 2008 Guernsey elections, 15 out of the 8flickates requested the use of a
commonly known name and the Guernsey authoritiperted that they did not
encounter any difficulties with regard to offensimemisleading names. A list of these
15 candidates and the commonly-used names givextashed at Appendix 2 for
information.
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The Working Party would thereforecommendthat known names be included on the
ballot paper in the following simple format: SMITIehn Frederick (Fred).

(h) The provision of photographs of candidates atgling stations

The Working Party agreed that it would be benefficiasome electors if photographs
of candidates could be displayed at polling statiofhis would assist electors to
identify candidates from the list of names givertlom ballot paper.

The Working Party sought advice from an experiengadsh secretary to ascertain
whether there would be scope to display the phaps in the actual voting booth.
The Working Party was advised that the common pgltiooth is three-sided with the
centre facing wall accommodating a shelf and wgitirtensils. There are currently
3 signs in the booth —

Sign1

Important information for all electors. The fulixteof Articles 28 — 36 of the Public
Elections (Jersey) Law 2002 is displayed in Engligiench, Portuguese and Polish. It
measures 2'x 1'5”. The Working Party questioned tvBeit was really necessary or
appropriate for these Articles, which contain dethiprovisions on the arrangements
for the poll, to be displayed in each booth andnemends that Article 26(4) of the
Law (which contains this requirement) should be raaeel to provide that the Articles
are displayed elsewhere in the polling stationrfmttin each booth.

Sign 2

Notice. Warning Electors that the only mark allowe@ cross (X) in the blank square

at the end of the names of the candidates of theice. The notice also says that any
other mark will annul their vote. This notice isspliayed in English, French, and

Portuguese. It measures I'6” x 1'%4".

Sign 3

Number of votes able to be cast. This sign adwsagors of the maximum number of
votes they are able to cast and is displayed idignd-rench, Portuguese and Polish.
It measures 12" x 1'.

In considering whether photographs of candidateddcbe included in the polling
booths the Working Party was advised to considefahowing matters —

* In the case of single day elections for Connétalffenators and Deputies,
Sign 3 would be tripled to take into account egucsic election if they were
all contested,;

* Given the sheer weight of numbers of candidatespoater containing
photographs of those standing in each specifictieleavould, by necessity,
have to be large-scale for the photographs to barlgl discernable. In the
2008 election for Senators, 21 candidates stoodffiice. In the Deputies’
election in St. Helier the same year, District Rdnad 11 candidates vying for
4 seats and 7 candidates declared in each of Bioad No. 2 Districts;

» Electors do not usually attempt to absorb all tkisteng documentation whilst
in the booth.
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It might therefore be possible to display the éxghotices in the entrance foyer of
the polling station where electors queue to registesote. This would then free up
space in the booth for the photographic tableabrrd is not, however, sufficient wall
space to accommodate the existing notices and 8phmtographic tableaux.

The Working Party would thereforeecommend that a standardised poster be
produced centrally showing a recent photograptaohecandidate. This poster should
be displayed for reference in an appropriate locatoutside the polling booths, at

every polling station. Care will need to be takieattthe photographs are presented in
a fair and impartial way to ensure that some catdil are not given an undue

advantage by having their photograph in a more premt position than others.

® The electronic function in the voting process

The Working Party considered the future of the ipgllprocess, with regard to
electronic voting in polling stations, and the wdethe Internet. Consideration was
given to the technology currently available, itsisg¢y measures, and what benefit it
might have to the voting process. Throughout therlkiig Party’s discussions, the
integrity of the poll was considered to be parantoun

Paper-based e-voting

With paper based e-voting, votes continue to bé lmavand using paper ballots, but
counted electronically. Proven technology is avdélan the United States of America,
but would require training in the use of the maekito scan the ballot papers, set up
and test the machines before each election. Therddwbe an associated cost to
introduce these machines at each polling statiodeirsey, and their introduction
would be unlikely to result in an increased votemout. Time would be saved in
respect of the count, however, there would be aireqgpent to also allow a manual
vote to verify the result if requested. The WorkParty does not believe that any real
benefit would be gained through the use of thibrietogy and the expense could not
be justified.

Direct recording electronic voting at polling stats

Direct recording electronic (DRE) voting machines istalled at polling stations and
allow the voter to make their vote using buttooarch-screen technology. The vote is
recorded directly and some machines also have dpability to transfer data to a
central location. Other options include printing thallot paper so that voters can
verify their cote before it is cast. These machimesuld require considerable
investment in skilled staff and time, and in ordermeet recommended standards,
would require audit trails and independent vertfara which would add significant
costs to the election process. There would be w significant expense to introduce
this technology and although it might be of useairvery large jurisdiction the
Working Party does not believe the expense coulfi$tified in Jersey where paper
based systems are well tried and tested and reliaiivexpensive.

Online e-voting

The security of online e-voting uses proven andtéd technology to secure the page
on the website so that the voter can be confideaasting their vote over the Internet.
Many Islanders already use secure web pages faneomlurchases and Internet
banking, for example.
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In looking at online e-voting, the Working Partynstdered the changes to the voting
process in Geneva, which has the longest governengr@rience of Internet voting in
the world. In 1995, Geneva generalised postal godnd participation in elections
increased by 20%. In 2000, Geneva began to dewwiojternet voting application.
The Geneva system creates a personal identificatiomber on a card which is then
posted to the citizen. The number changes for gatth Under this system, security
features prevent the vote from being printed when dcomputer memory is cleared
after the user leaves the voting website.

Technology required for online e-voting

The States of Jersey websites are externally hastedhoused in duel sites, with
24 hour monitoring and reporting facilities. Théolmmation Services Department has
advised the Working Party that this hosted envirenintould enable the hosting of e-
voting and e-polling in a secure and trusted emvitent that could be verified by a
trusted third party.

During 2010, Information Services is reviewing s@te solutions that could provide
the States of Jersey with single citizen authettinahrough the web. This will lead
to the provision of online services that requirghhlievel authentication and high level
security. The new gov.je website will also aim marease public participation with
initiatives such as “Have your say” on the homeepakhe solutions being reviewed
could also enable highly secure and reliable onéneting and/or e-polling. The
Working Party considers that it would be prematoreecommend the introduction of
any online voting at present, although the mathterukl be kept under review and
reconsidered once a totally secure method of chgdkie identity of an online voter
has been found.

The future of e-voting in Jersey

A number of jurisdictions employ e-voting using pagased or Direct Electronic
Recording machines. This has the opportunity taicedspoilt and miscast votes, but
the considerable cost to provide the appropriatbrnelogy and security required to
ensure confidence in the vote was considered by Wwking Party to be
disproportionate to any benefit the technology Imagg.

The use of technologies through the Internet camsee more extensively as a tool for
public policy creation and scrutiny. Thecommendedapproach would be to consider
the potential of Internet technologies for incragspublic participation and scrutiny
and make use of current States investment in thego.je website as a step towards
online e-voting.

The Working Party recognises that there have beeunnsber of expensive failed e-
voting projects in other jurisdictions in recenay® The issues are complex, including
law changes and constitution considerations, aecktts some evidence that e-voting
alone does not significantly increase voting nurab@he Committee therefore feels
that moving too quickly in this area could be atlgomistake. It would, however,
recommendthat following the launch of the new gov.je websind monitoring of
the use of initiatives such as “Have your say”, sideration be given to the
introduction of e-voting in Jersey. There is a néadthe States to increase public
confidence and trust in the technology used, by ingpto provide more online
services and to increase opportunities for theipubl participate in initiatives like
“Have your say” through the gov.je website. E-vgtoould be used for local elections
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to other public bodies, or for a referendum, fostamce, in order to increase
confidence and trial the system.

This would involve the production of a unique idéocation number for each
individual on the electoral role. A secure printlswas this would be estimated to cost
£1 per card, plus the cost of distribution. It wbible possible for the voter either to
use the secure number online, or to return the asual postal vote. The Working Party
agreed that an effective audit trail would be reggii and would recommend that the
first use of such a voting process be in respecoté or poll which falls outside the
areas covered by the Public Elections (Jersey) 2G02.

()] Other issues raised during the review

Information to candidates before polling day

The Working Party noted that a considerable amainpractical information is
already given to candidates by the Judicial Grefifie behalf of theAutorisésin
advance of polling day, but considered that it miglso be beneficial for a short
meeting to be held between the Autorisé or hiseorépresentative and the candidates
in advance of polling day so that practical arrangets can be finalised. The Working
Party heard examples of some of the small diffieslthat can arise on polling day,
such as where posters can and cannot be displaykd vicinity of the polling station
or where candidates and their supporters can statdhe Working Party considered
that these could be discussed in advance to avimdnalerstandings on polling day
itself.

Proof of identification

Throughout its discussions, the Working Party hashstderable regard for the
integrity of the poll, especially in respect of talsand sick votes, and the possible
future introduction of electronic technology intbet voting process. While it was
agreed that the Working Party had confidence ininkegrity of the poll, it was felt
that this could be enhanced by making formal sbayuprovision that eacAdjoint had

to satisfy himself or herself of the identity of abters before handing over the ballot
papers either by asking the voter for identificatar through personal knowledge of
the identity of the voter. Although the Working Barecognised that in many small
parishes, electors were often known to Alaoints the Working Party was concerned
by anecdotal evidence of ballot papers being gteeslectors who were not known to
the Adjoint concerned, on the basis of a name alone beingh giwth no formal
identity check. The Working Party believes thatctdes should be made aware in
advance that they should bring some form of idgmidcument to the polling station
so that this could be shown if required.

Period within which an election can be challenged

The Working Party noted that, at present, undeickr67 of the Law, an election can
be challenged by an application to the Royal Conatde by any person within
6 months of the day fixed for delivering returns ttte Royal Court. Article 68

provides that no civil action or criminal proseoutirelating to an election can be
instituted after the expiration of 6 months frone thate of the Order of the Royal
Court for the holding of the election.
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The Working Party noted that the elections in 26@8 been ordered by the Royal
Court in August 2008 and, in practice, this leftldi time for investigation of any
complaints and the institution of proceedings beeanf the 6 month limitation, The
Working Party thereforeecommendsthat the 6 month period should be amended to
12 months from the date of the election.

Transport to polls

The Working Party agreed that it was somewhat asribat the Public Elections Law
prevented candidates from transporting voters & Judicial Greffe to deliver an
application for a postal vote or to cast a pre-potk, but did not prevent candidates or
their supporters from actually taking voters to pladling station on polling day. The
Working Party considered whether the Law shouldiended to prevent any form of
transport of electors but agreed that this wouldirbpractical and an unnecessary
change. The Working Party did nevertheless agmgethie current inconsistency in the
Law was inappropriate, and therefasommendsthat the Law should be amended
to allow candidates or their representatives tosjpart electors to the Judicial Greffe
to pre-poll or to deliver an application for a gastote.
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APPENDIX 1

Introduction

| am pleased to say that there has been robustedebahe working group, and that
many areas of contention have been resohatdrally and that we were able to find a
consensus on thenajority of issues. There remain, however, 2 key areas of
contention. In summary, these relate to: (i) changethe postal voting system; and
(ii) a proposal to reduce the overall opening haidingolling stations. My concerns can
be seen in the main report, in the 2 areas whheyé dissented, but | am pleased to
have the opportunity in this section to explain position in greater detail and to
make alternative recommendations on these andtbee goint.

Opening Hours for Polling Stations

The first recommendation | must disagree with & pnoposal to change the opening
time of the polling stations from 8 a.m. to 9 a.m.

The report contends thathe opening at 8 a.m. had not led to any overaliéase in
the number of voters during the day...

My first objection is that: at a time when we aupgosedly trying to encourage more
people to vote, reducing the hours that one caa sehds completely thepposite
message to the public.

Secondly, it should be noted that there is no vaayreducingthe hours the polls are
open can in any way lead to antreasein voter turnout. Indeed, it is logical that the
longer the polls are open, the more likely it istttnore people will vote.

The statement that the 8 a.m. start has not leadh toverall increase’ is misleading,
because it ignores other unknown and/or immeasaifators which could also have
an effect on turnout. For example, it is quite gassthat the move from 11 a.m.
opening to 8 a.m. coincided with a historic dowrdverend in voting, so that in fact
the two cancelled each other out.

Thirdly, I know from experience, from talking togyde, that there are those for whom
the 8-9 a.m. slot is the most convenient time fiting. Indeed, for some of these, it
would otherwise be very difficult to find time te@te. One bank worker told me that
she voted just after 8 a.m., on the way to worke Do her busy workload (she
frequently worked through her lunch-break) andslijée (gym or socialising after
work), it was very unlikely she would have timevime otherwise. | believe there are
many in this position. And whilst it is easy fornse to moralise and saytf ‘they
really wanted to vote, they would find a wdywould say it is the job of every one of
us to make it as easy as possible for people #®, wota way which is convenient for
each potential voter.

The other reason given in the report is that9‘a.m. start was more reasonable for
the Autorisés and others who have to arrive atpgbling station before the opening
time and who often stay late into the evening @nahe early hours of the following
morning for the count.’
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Clearly, a balance must be found between keepiagptils open long enough and
being mindful of those who give of their time volarly every election. It is also

noted later in the report that the move to a sirgdéetion day will have 2 practical

effects here — one negative and one positive. Bgative is that the counts will take
much longer, given that up to 3 elections will bBkig place in each district, and so
Autorisés will face a longer day. Overall, howewitrere will be a reduction in the
time needed, as the traditional November Depu@esistables’ election has
disappeared.

Whether or not the polls open at 7, 8 or 9 a.rthirlk it is unreasonable to expect the
same team to be present all day, and suggest thadok at more flexible ways of
staffing the polling stations, either having 2 &hibr split shifts, so that the returning
officers can have time off to rest in the dayhéy are to come back to work again late
in the evening. This is partly dealt with on pagef e main report which says —

‘the Working Party wouldrecommend that each parish appoints more
Adjoints to assist with the count after the pafisds at 8 p.m.’

| would go one step further and suggest that thishpes appoint more Adjoints full-
stop, to help throughout the course of the day.

Of course, staffing issues are ultimately a mdtiethe parish, but however this issue
is resolved, it should not be at the cost of a cédn in the opening hours of the
polling stations.

Recommendation 1

I recommend that the polling stations be opened &t a.m.for the next elections, as
many people start work at 8 a.m. This would alltxenh to vote on the way to work.
At the next elections, turnout should be monitorednd there should even be
consideration given to a survey for voters arrivingbetween 7-9 a.mto see what
their thoughts are on the revised opening hours.

Postal Voting/Sick Votes

Like the Jurats, | disagree with the report’s res@ndation that the sick votshould
be expandedIn his letter on behalf of the Jurats, datedhlBebruary 2010, Jurat
Le Breton said, Since we are of the view that the ‘Sick vote’ im@pally for the
voter who had ever[y] intention of voting on eleatiday but is prevented from so
doing because of unexpected illness, we see no twechange the existing
understanding of the sick vote.’

The recommendation comes hand in hand with a désireduce the number of
people who use a postal vote: ostensibly on thergte of wanting to safeguard the
‘integrity of the poll’, giving examples afidespread evidence of fraudthe U.K.

However, this suggestion ignores the fact that —
)] Jersey already has inbuilt safeguards with netda postal voting (following

the insertion of new Article 39A in the Law lastaye which prevents
candidates from interfering in the postal votingqass);
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(i) Unlike the U.K., there i:0 evidence of postal voting fraud to date; and

(iii) For many people, postal voting is a prefemabhd convenient choice; and that
many electors who currently vote by post may nahéovoting at all, were
this option removed.

Moreover, there is no mention in the report of ofo@sdictions where postal voting
is either the sole or preferred method of votireg(®©regon and Switzerland).

There are other real disadvantages from decregsisigl voting in favour of theick
vote

® As pointed out by the Jurats, the sick vote walyré@ended for those who
get caught oubn the day, due to unexpected illness. Currently, garishes
seem able to cope with demand, but it is very Vikitlat the increase in
demand could very easily become unmanageable, at iwhalready a very
busy period for parish halls.

(i) There is a concern that by restricting postal vebethose who will be out of
the island on (or around) election day, and presiyrraquiring individuals to
prove that they need a postal vote, this will bensas overly intrusive and do
little to encourage people to vote.

(iii) Similarly, postal votes, whether one is able-bodidnot, allow a greater
element of independence and autonomy in what is bgemany as a very
private affair. Currently, many individuals with bty issues make use of
the postal vote: it allows them to put a cross ioog, in the privacy of their
own homes, without anyone there to watch. This #@m be posted in a
nearby letterbox, without any fuss. It is quite c@nable that if individuals
were, instead, required to phone the parish hall anange for a sick vote,
this would be seen as either too much of an irdgrusi an inconvenience (on
both parties) and they might simply not bother.

Recommendation 2

Ultimately, the postal voting system, as it curhemtands, works well. There is no
evidence that it is being abused. It gives the waesimple, and non-intrusive
alternative way to exercise his/her democratic trigimd it has the support of the
Jurats.lt is, therefore, recommended that there be no chaye to the system for
postal/sick votes.

Chairing of hustings

Recommendation 3

Traditionally, it has been the Constable’s prerivgato chair hustings meetings for
Deputies and Senators. However, when this has taleee in the past, the Constable
was unlikely to be facing an election in the sareeqal him/herself. With the move to
a single election day, Constables, Senators anditiespwill all face election on the
same day and over the same period; and for thedgk®priety,it is recommended
that an alternative individual, other than the Congable, be chosen to chair the
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hustings — unlesghe Constable in question is not a candidate (eithdecause s/he

is not re-seeking re-election, or has been returnegnopposed) The rationale here
is that it is inappropriate: (i) for an individuatho is a candidate in a concurrent
election to be given a platform, which other caathd do not have; and (ii) to have a
fellow politician chairing a meeting, when a norlifical alternative can be found.

It should be pointed out that there is no questibany of the Constables’ integrity
being in question in this recommendation, simplyeeognition that there must be a
clear distinction between those who are candid@esvhichever position) and those
who are not.
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APPENDIX 2
United Kingdom Electoral Reform Society — Postal Voing

Postal Voting

When turnout at the 2001 general election plummedathder 60 per cent, plans to do
something about the dwindling numbers casting & watreased significantly. There
are, broadly, two ways to do this. One is to makéng more attractive, to give it

more meaning; the other is to make it easier.

With the former being a somewhat trickier, and dedly more long-term option, the
government opted for the latter.

The most prominent feature of the scheme to makmg®asier was the move to
make voting by post much more widespread. At th@52@eneral election, 12.1 per
cent of the UK electorate voted by post, three sitmgher than in 2001.

However, along with the increase in the numberastal votes being issued came an
increase in vote fraud, which has raised serio@stipns about the efficacy of postal
voting as a means of engaging the electorate.

Arguments used in support of postal voting

« Given the number of other variables that affechadut, it is hard to isolate
exactly how much of a given increase in turnoudug to postal voting, but
what evidence there is shows that postal voting dogrease turnout.

o When postal voting was piloted in some local etawtj there were
massive increases in turnout, but the pilots wemmpanied by a
much higher than usual level of advertising.

o Another factor to be considered is the identif@atrequirement. In
St. Edmundbury, the only place to retain the stehdiclaration of
identity, turnout rose only 0.5 per cent; turnoose most where 1D
requirements were scrapped altogether. See thetoEdedReform
Society’sTurning out or turning offAnd the Electoral Commission’s
Delivering Democracyor more information.

e It is popular. In a poll conducted after the alkfa pilots in the 2003 local
elections, 67 per cent said postal voting had nthithgs better, whereas only
5 per cent said things were worse.

- It gives more time for people to vote, which theref doesn’t discriminate
against people who might be unavoidably busy ohngptiay.

« Itis helpful for those who cannot, for whateveasen, easily access a polling
station.

Arguments used against postal voting

« It is much harder to be certain that the persotirgashe vote is actually the
person the vote is registered to.

« There is a reliance on the postal service to makethe votes don't get lost.

« It is impossible to guarantee that the vote wag sasretly and not under
duress.

» Since postal voting was introduced, there have begmy cases of fraud.
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o This fraud has included: intimidation, a pillar beat on fire by party
supporters who feared it might contain votes foe thpposition,
members of ethnic communities threatened with dapon if they
didn’t vote a particular way, children paid to el ballot packs that
hadn’t been pushed fully through letterboxes, largmbers of voters
had their ballot papers stolen or taken away fafe'«eeping’ and the
creation of fictitious electors.

o Richard Mawley QC, The judge presiding over a aseote-rigging
in Birmingham in June 2004aid that “The system is wide open to
fraud and any would-be political fraudster knowstth Citing
evidence of “massive, systematic and organisediffawdge Mawley
said the system was “hopelessly insecure” andaemgssage to those
that claimed that the current postal voting systemas working,
adding: “Anybody who has sat through the case khast tried and
listened to evidence of electoral fraud that wodisgrace a banana
republic would find this statement surprising.”

« Postal voting doesn’t re-connect the politicallysatigaged; it offers no
solutions to non-voting based on factors other giatin.

- Offering people the chance to vote by post doesiake the electorate any
more informed or likely to engage in the politipmbcess surrounding the act
of voting.

Postal voting and all-postal voting

There is an important distinction to be made betwpestal voting and all-postal
voting. There can be good and obvious reasonslifmrviag people to vote by post,
but making everyone vote by post is perhaps atetefar.

Postal votes were first issued in 1918 for soldietarning from the war. They then

became gradually more available for health, diggtdind work reasons, and then, in
1985, for people who were on holiday. Until 2000stal votes were only an option

for those that could give a valid reason. Representation of the People Act 2000
changed that, allowing postal voting on demand.

Initial postal-voting pilots were good, leading tB#ectoral Commission to declare
that:

“There should be a statutory presumption thatoall elections be run as
all-postal ballots unless there are compelling aseasvhy an all-postal
ballot would be inappropriate or disadvantageousafgroup or group of
electors.”

However, the experience of the more extensive pilotJune 2004 proved a sobering
experience for the Electoral Commission, who haweesreviewed and reversed their
view. Their 2005 reporGecuring the Voteoncluded that:

“All-postal voting should not be pursued for use fature statutory
elections or referenda in the UK, and the optiosaiding ballot papers
automatically to every registered elector shouldb®opursued.”
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Real-world evidence of postal voting

Postal voting, in its varying degrees, is fairlydedspread across the globe. It is
common for local elections in Australia and New [Zed and in many parts of the
United States; for example, all elections in the&t&bf Oregon are conducted by post.

In Norway, they have a much more personal servidere voters can ask for an
election official to come to house to collect thete.

ERS view on postal voting

The Society believes that turnout is not fallingdngse voting has got more difficult,
and thus postal voting is not the best way to imseepolitical engagement. Given the
widespread evidence of fraud, and the inherens ridksecurity and secrecy that can
realistically never be overcome, the Society damsbelieve postal voting is ready for
wider use.

Information fromhttp://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/article.php?idE4
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APPENDIX 3
2008 ELECTIONS IN GUERNSEY — USE OF COMMONLY-USED NAMES

15 candidates out of 88 requested the use of anmmiy-used name’ on the ballot
paper in the 2008 Guernsey elections as follows —

BICHARD, Andrew Leonard
commonly known a&ndy

BROOKS, Stephen Gary
commonly known aSteve

BROUARD, Alvord Henry
commonly known aAl

BYROM, Joanna Hazell Moiya
commonly known aslimi

COLLINS, Michael Wynne
commonly known adlike

CORBIN, Raymond Anthony
commonly known asony

COTTERILL, Susan Mary
commonly known aSue

LE NOURY, Leonard Frank
commonly known aNara

LE PELLEY, Thomas Mansell
commonly known agom

SPINKS, Jo-Anne
commonly known a¥o

SPRUCE, Anthony
commonly known agony

STEPHENS, Tania Jane
commonly known a%ane

TASKER, Jennifer Mary
commonly known aienny

WATERMAN, Matthew Michael
commonly known adlatt

WEBBER, Anthony David Canivet
commonly known agony
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