
1 

 

PE1791/C  
Petitioner submission of 11 September 2020 
 
I ask that this further submission, all with highly relevant new information - that this 
further submission be a specific part of the content duly submitted to the Law Society 
as a central part of their consideration of the matter.  
 
Inter alia, although not exclusively, it is based on the items listed below. These are 
extracts, but sufficient I believe to be a central part of the consideration by the Law 
Society – with the appropriate web link provided at the foot to allow for consideration 
beyond the specific extracts below – and in particular to the extensive List of Cited 
Cases at the rear of the document. 
 
Source: 
 
European Court of Human Rights 
Cour Europeenne des Droits De L'Homme 
 
Guide on Article 3 of Protocol No. 1 to the European Convention on Human Rights 
 
Right to free elections 
 
Updated on 30 April 2019 
 
Extracts: 
 
IV.Processing of election results 
 
V.Electoral disputes 
 
100.The  existence  of  a  domestic  system  for  effective  examination  of  individual  
complaints  and appeals  in  matters  concerning  electoral  rights  is  one  of  the  
essential  guarantees  of  free  and fair elections.  Such  a  system  ensures  an  
effective  exercise  of  individual  rights  to  vote  and  to  stand  for election,  
maintains  general  confidence  in  the  State’s  administration  of  the  electoral  
process  and constitutes  an  important  device  at  the  State’s  disposal  in  
achieving  the  fulfilment  of  its  positive obligation  under Article  3  of  Protocol  No.  
1 to  hold  democratic  elections(Uspaskich v.Lithuania, §93). 
 
104.Noting  the existence of  arguable  complaints  of  serious  electoral  anomalies  
in  the  counting  of votes, the  Court  found  that  the  domestic  remedy  should  
provide  sufficient  guarantees  against arbitrariness. Failure to ensure  effective 
examination of such arguable complaints  would constitute violations of Article 3 of 
Protocol No. 1 (Davydov and Others v.Russia, §§288 and 335). In that case none  of  
the  bodies  involved – electoral commission,  public  prosecutor,  courts – had  
carried  out  a proper examination of the reasons underlying the applicants’ 
complaints. 
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105.Relying in particular on the Venice Commission’s Code of Good Practice in 
Electoral Matters, the Court has had occasion to find that national authorities had 
given excessively formalistic reasons to avoid examining the substance of electoral 
complaints. The fact that there was a wide difference in votes between candidates 
did not  matter when it came to examining, independently, the extent of  the  
irregularities,  before  determining  their  effects  on  the  overall  result  of  the 
election  (Namat Aliyevv. Azerbaijan). 
 
https://www.echr.coe.int/Documents/Guide_Art_3_Protocol_1_ENG.pdf  
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