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About PACE

The People’s Alliance for Credible Elections (PACE) is an independent, non-partisan, non-government 

domestic election observer group founded in 2014 to strengthen democratic institutions in Myanmar 

through safeguarding citizen rights and promoting public participation in the electoral process. To  

promote transparency, accountability and inclusiveness in the electoral process, PACE works on civic 

and voter education, election observation and electoral reform.

Upholding the principles enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, PACE conducts  

its work regardless of race, religion and gender. Moreover, PACE has signed the Declaration of Global 

Principles for Nonpartisan Observation and Monitoring by Citizen Organizations,  which has been en-

dorsed by more than 296 organizations from 94 countries and territories. PACE is a member of the Global 

Network of Domestic Election Monitors (GNDEM) and the Asian Network for Free Elections (ANFREL). 

For additional information, please visit www.pacemyanmar.org.

  1 http://www.gndem.org/declaration-of-global-principles
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   uring the 2020 general elections, PACE deployed 2,500 observers, including 616 long-term  

       observers (LTOs) and 1,884 short-term observers (STOs) to assess the quality of the overall process 2. 

Generally, the elections were smooth and peaceful despite shortcomings in administrative procedures 

which did not impact the whole process and the overall election results. The abduction of three candi-

dates in Rakhine State constituted lack of political consensus among different political forces, and the 

country’s incomplete state building, and nation building process, and highlights the need for all armed 

actors to respect democratic processes and for the country to redouble efforts towards an inclusive 

peace. It is also important to highlight the effort and commitment of sub-commission members and 

polling station officials to be able to hold the elections successfully under extreme circumstances. The 

COVID-19 preventive measures taken by the election officials were also sufficient at almost all the polling 

stations on election day. According to statistics from the Union Election Commission (UEC), the overall 

turnout in the 2020 general elections was 71 percent, which was slightly higher than in the 2015 general 

elections (69 percent turnout).

However, the pre-election issues like regulations on election observer regulations, voter list, campaign 

regulations and advance voting and post-election disputes underscore the needs for robust electoral 

reform in the future. The election observers’ code of conduct and regulations issued by the UEC were 

problematic and prevented most local groups from observing the elections. On July 7, 2020, four months 

ahead of the election day, the UEC issued regulations that barred any unregistered domestic groups 

from observation. As a result, several domestic groups, including PACE, were denied accreditation. 

Even though PACE was able to receive temporary registration and finally got accredited, the regulations  

remained in force, and unregistered domestic organizations were ultimately barred from observation. 

2 In 2020 general elections, PACE initially planned to observe the whole electoral process but 

due the delay in accreditation process and COVID-19 preventive regulations, PACE was not 

able to observe the entire voter list display process and only able to observe campaign period 

partially. 

D
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In fact, the Association Registration Law does not explicitly say whether unregistered organizations are 

able to receive funding either from domestic or international donors or individual contributions. To 

promote transparency and civic participation in public affairs, legislation needs to be reviewed, made 

consistent and clarified.

The accuracy of the voter list has been one of the major concerns in this 2020 general elections as well 

as in 2015 general elections. However, it is hard to draw the conclusion to what extent the information 

of the voters was mistaken or correct or the impact on the election-day as there was no systematic 

study since 2015. PACE initially tried to conduct one way voter list audit (People-to-list) during the first 

voter list display but was not able to do so as PACE received the accreditation only after the first display. 

Therefore, it is important to let the non-partisan civil society groups to conduct voter list audit so that 

the UEC can have better understandings and could allocate it resources strategically during the voter 

registration process in the future. 

As the 2020 general elections took place during the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic, the pre-elec-

tion period was characterized by uncertainty and public health concerns. While some political parties 

urged the UEC to postpone the election until the COVID-19 situation was under control, the commission 

did not come up with a specific timeline until July 6, when the election date was officially announced. 

While the election laws do not stipulate any specific timeline to release the election calendar, the way 

election calendar was released in a last-minute manner left different stakeholders unprepared. For in-

stance, the campaign date and COVID-19 preventive guidelines were officially released one day before 

the official campaign period was scheduled to start.

Overall, the campaign period was relatively calm throughout the country. The major issues reported to 

election sub-commissions were disturbing during the campaign by the supporters of competing political 

parties and the destruction of campaign materials. Very few incidents of violence were recorded during 

the observation. However, in a major incident three candidates of the National League for Democracy 

(NLD) party were abducted in Rakhine by the Arakan Army, an ethnic armed organization, for more than 

70 days, including the campaign period. The candidates were finally released in January 2021. The entire 

Yangon region and Rakhine state were pretty quiet as those two were under stay-at-home order and 

not allowed to conduct any campaign activities until the last week. Even though there were campaign  

activities in other regions and states, because of the COVID-19 preventive guidelines, there were no 

events with big crowds like in the 2015 general elections. Although use of social media, especially Face-

book, was increased relative to the previous elections, campaigns across political parties mostly report-

ed using other campaign activities, including distributing materials, hanging posters and “distributing 

small tokens. NLD and the Union Solidarity and Development Party (USDP) were the most active parties 
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in terms of the number of candidates and the number of activities conducted, followed by the Union 

Betterment Party (UBP) and the Union Democratic Party (UDP)3. 

According to the election laws, citizens who are staying abroad, who are out of their registered constit-

uencies attending training or completing official postings, and citizens who are elderly, unfit or have to 

travel on election day can cast advance votes at designated locations. Citizens abroad can cast in-per-

son votes only at the embassies or consulates. Citizens who are out of their constituencies can cast 

their ballots through voting organized by the head of the department or training school. Citizens who 

want to cast advance votes at their constituencies are assigned specific dates before the election when 

they can cast their votes, usually two days before election day. In these elections, citizens who were 

60 years old and older were allowed to cast advance votes in some townships, and citizens who were 

unable to travel to their registered townships because of travel restrictions were also allowed to cast 

advance votes at their current locations. As in previous elections, observers were allowed to observe the 

inside-constituency advance voting. However, as the advance voting schedule was announced five days 

before the  voting started, PACE could observe only some part of the advance voting, from November 

3 to 7. As in previous electoral cycles, observers were barred from observing out-of-constituency voting 

at institutions. PACE’s observation of the in-constituency advance vote indicates that the process was 

transparent, and COVID-19 preventive measures were followed by the sub-commissions. There were a 

few cases where the secrecy of the votes was not respected and a few locations where small numbers 

of people were not able to cast their votes because they were not able to show required documents. 

The NLD and USPD parties were present at most of the locations where in-constituency advance voting 

was conducted.

PACE conducted a sample-based observation (SBO) to assess the quality of the election day process 

throughout the country. PACE deployed its observers to specific polling stations and tasked them to  

observe from the preparation process until the counting so that the process could be assessed objec-

tively. The sample-based methodology allowed PACE to generalize its findings to the whole country. 

Generally, the election day process was peaceful and orderly. No major incidents which could impact 

the overall result were recorded on election day. COVID-19 preventive measures were well prepared, and 

the process was transparent. The administrative issue most commonly recorded throughout the country 

was that initially observers were not allowed to enter the polling stations, as election officials were not 

informed or confused citizen observers with the political party agents. Less than a third of the polling 

3 UDP and its all candidates were disqualified by UEC during the campaign period since the chair of UDP 

was charged with the fugitive warrant and money laundering
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stations were accessible to the voters who used wheelchairs. A few issues related to the voter list were 

recorded during the voting: a few people turned away because their names were not on the list and a 

few were allowed to cast the votes even though their names were not on the list.

As part of the election day observation, PACE deployed long-term-observers to follow the tabulation 

process at 306 township tabulation centers. Overall, the tabulation process was open to the observers 

and no major incidents were reported during the process. Party agents were present at all tabulation 

centers, and NLD and USDP were more likely than other parties to raise complaints during the tabulation 

process.
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B. Recommendations
 enerally, the election-day process was smooth and peaceful without major incidents. However, the  

 uncertainty, confusion, and the tensions between political parties and UEC prior to the election and 

the disputes over the results in the post-election period highlighted that the decade old electoral legal 

framework and practices need a robust reform to meet the principles of democratic elections. First and 

foremost, it is important to underscore the urgency of enacting constitutional reforms, especially remov-

ing non-elected military representatives in Parliament, to deepen the country’s democratization process. 

Moreover, to guarantee the independence and neutrality of the UEC, to protect the role of civil society 

organizations, and the accessibility of election-related information the President, the Parliament and 

UEC need to commit short-term and long-term to both constitutional and legal electoral reform, which 

should be started soon. Therefore, to safeguard and guarantee citizens’ political rights and to meet the 

principles of democratic elections, PACE would like to recommend the following to ensure that elections 

are inclusive, transparent, and accountable. 

          To the President

- The Constitution grants the president the power to nominate all UEC members, whose terms  

 expire at the same time as the president’s. Therefore, to guarantee the independence, impartial 

 ity and integrity of the commission, the Constitution needed to be amended in the long run.  

 However, for this term, in order to set up a more independent UEC, instead of the president alone  

 selecting the nominees, the president should set up a selection committee comprise for nominees  

 and even open the nomination process to the public.

G
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 To Union level Hluttaws (parliaments), 

To promote a more inclusive electoral process, Parliament should review and amend the 1982 citizen-

ship law to protect and guarantee the political rights of all marginalized citizens in the electoral process.

- Parliament should set up an electoral reform working committee comprising representatives  

 from political parties, civil society and academia to review for the amendment of the Constitution  

 and the electoral laws such as three Hluttaw laws, Political Parties Registration Law and Union  

 Election Commission Law to make sure that elections are inclusive, transparent and accountable.

- To promote transparency and accountability, Parliament should set up an election calendar with  

 specific dates so that the whole electoral process is more predictable, and all election stakeholders  

 will have sufficient time for the preparation.

- To promote the independence and neutrality of the UEC, the Union Election Commission Law  

 should be reviewed and amended. Especially the appointment procedures, and the qualifications,  

 the term, and the role and responsibilities of its members should be reviewed and amended.

- To make sure the election dispute resolution process is “fair, effective, impartial and timely”,  

 the legal process including the appeal process should be reviewed and amended.

- The election system should be reviewed and updated to ensure a broader participation of ethnic  

 minorities in Myanmar’s parliaments, both at the Union level and in states and regions.

- Parliament should review the role of civil society in the electoral process and to pass laws to  

 protect or guarantee the right of civil society to access all the electoral information and to  

 observe the entire electoral process.

 the Union Election Commission,

- The UEC should set up an internal electoral reform working group to review the whole electoral  

 process, to communicate with all electoral stakeholders and to submit recommendations for the  

 next electoral cycle.

- To promote inclusiveness, accountability and trust, the selection process of sub-commission  

 members should be open to the public and transparent. 

- To promote a level playing field and to ensure equal access for all contestants to the public  

 resources, campaign regulations need to be reviewed, specified, and amended.

- UEC should publish an electoral calendar to inform the public, political parties and the media  

 about key dates, thus enhancing transparency and the UEC’s public image.

- Election-related information, such as the meeting minutes, the detailed list of polling stations  

 (locations and number of registered voters), voter list, detailed information of the candidates,  
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 and polling station-level results should be released in machine-readable format in a timely  

 manner. This will allow candidates and political parties to prepare for the elections, and the  

 media and civil society groups to conduct and release reliable and objective news and research  

 findings.

- The political parties and civil society groups should be allowed to conduct an independent  

 verification of the current voter list. The verification would allow stakeholders to have a better  

 understanding of the list’s level of inclusiveness and accuracy. Such a verification would also  

 provide the election commission information on existing discrepancies so that it can allocate  

 resources strategically as it prepares to update the list for the next election cycle. 

- To guarantee and protect the voting rights of the millions of Myanmar citizens who are staying  

 abroad, UEC should develop alternative ways such as postal voting or opening temporary voting  

 places rather than in-person vote at embassies or consulate offices. 

- To promote citizen participation, transparency and electoral integrity, all aspects of the election  

 should be open to the observer groups and citizen observation should be protected and  

 guaranteed by law.

- To promote transparency in the voting process, all aspects of advance voting in government  

 institutions and organizations should be managed by the UEC or election sub-commissions  

 instead of the head of the institutions. Information on the process should be shared broadly and  

 in a timely manner, and the process should be fully open to observers and representatives of  

 political parties, candidates and the media.

- To promote transparency and accountability in the process, all the advance votes, whether cast  

 in-country or abroad, should be counted at the polling stations.

- To promote accountability in the process, the provision that allows citizens to vote locally after  

 90 days of residency should be cancelled. Instead, these citizens should be allowed to vote in  

 out-of-constituency advance voting at the township sub-commissions.
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1. Introduction
 he 2020 general elections marked Myanmar’s third general elections the military gave up its  

 power in 2010. A total 5,639 candidates from 91 political parties including the independent candi-

dates competed for 1,117 seats in Hluttaws both at the Union level and in states and regions. As these 

general elections were held under COVID-19, the impact of the pandemic posed a huge challenge for 

different stakeholders engaged in the process. At most townships, the political parties were not able 

to reach out to their electorates as they did in the previous elections; in-person campaign events had 

a limited number of participants; in townships with the stay-at-home order there were no in-person 

events at all. With the travel restrictions, civil society organizations were not able to conduct in-person 

voter education and had to move to online trainings. For the election commissions, the impact was 

unprecedented: the UEC and sub-commissions needed to put additional efforts than in the previous 

electoral circle, in terms of poll workers training, mobilizing citizens to check their names during the  

voter list display, health safety of the poll workers and COVID-19 health preventive measure at the polling  

stations. Despite the enormous challenges, the 2020 general election was successfully held with an  

official 71% turnout with no reported major incidents. However, given the weak and ambiguous electoral 

legal framework, and the tensions between the UEC and most of the political parties, there were lack 

of trust between political parties and the UEC, administrative weaknesses and ambiguities during the 

planning and implementation of the process, which highlight need for both short-term and long-term 

electoral reform.

Over the last five years, there were no changes in electoral laws except for a few minor amendments, 

most of which clarified or provided additional interpretation on existing provisions or terminology and 

did not introduce substantial changes to the process. The current election laws were drafted under 

the military rule under a very different political environment, and they need to be amended to meet 

democratic principles. To meet the changing political context, to guarantee citizen’s political rights, 

and to ensure the representation and participation of different ethnic peoples in the political process in 

the future, the election laws need to be reviewed and amended to be more inclusive, transparent and 

accountable. For instance, the qualification of the candidates including citizenship laws, the advance 

voting for citizens abroad, the current electoral system, the procedures to appoint members of the UEC 

T
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and election sub-commissions, the campaign procedures and the participation of civil society organiza-

tions in the process are some priorities that need to be discussed among the electoral stakeholders prior 

to the next general elections.

While the contents of the reform are important, the process itself needs to be inclusive to allow all 

electoral stakeholders to discuss and reach consensus on what needs to be amended. In early 2016, 

there was a brief process to review the electoral legal framework but, unfortunately, the process was 

short-lived and did not provide an opportunity to have a meaningful discussion. The criticism during 

the pre-election period and the current post-election disputes among candidates and political parties 

indicate that the current electoral legal framework needs to be reviewed as part of a robust reform. 

Some changes and reforms are within the UEC’s jurisdiction, but some may need legal or constitutional 

reform. The constitutional reform is a lengthy and complicated process, but for the short-term solution,  

changing some procedures, and having meaningful participation of all electoral stakeholders could  

promote trust and electoral integrity. In accordance with international best practice, any reforms should 

be finished by 2024, one year before the next election, to allow sufficient time for all stakeholders to be 

prepared accordingly.

PACE has observed national and subnational elections since 2015. In these 2020 general elections, PACE 

deployed a total 616 long-term and 1,884 short-term observers to observe the whole electoral process, 

except for the voter list display and some parts of the advance vote process. PACE also conducted 

a pre-election survey, an assessment of Myanmar migrant workers’ voting rights in Thailand, and an  

assessment of migrant workers’ voting rights in the Hlaing Thar Yar industrial zone. In addition, to better 

understand the electoral environment, PACE conducted social media and mainstream media monitoring  

for four months, starting from the official campaign period. The reports can be found on the PACE  

website.

PACE conducted its observation using internationally proven methodology and strictly followed the prin-

ciples set in the Declaration of Global Principles for Nonpartisan Domestic Observation and Monitoring 

by Citizen Organizations (DoGP) and the regional instrument Bangkok Declaration. To assess the quality 

of the electoral process objectively, PACE developed indicators to measure the level of inclusiveness, 

transparency and accountability of the whole electoral process. The questionnaire and methodology for 

each process can be found at the end of the report. Based on the findings, PACE presented short-term 

and long-term recommendations for the electoral legal framework to different institutions such as the 

government, the Union Parliament, and the UEC. PACE will continue to pursue meaningful reform in 

preparation for the 2025 general elections.
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 or the last five years, the Hluttaws and UEC amended several articles in laws, by-laws, and regulations,  

 most of them to clarify existing provisions. However, structural undemocratic elements remain. 

Twenty-five percent of non-elected representatives of the military at the Union level parliament and one 

third at the states/regions remain unchanged, preventing constitutional reform needed for Myanmar’s  

democratic transition. The invalidation of temporary identity cards (known as “white cards”) and revoking 

of voting rights of the Rohingya community in early 2015 left about 700,000 people disenfranchised. In 

addition, even though the Constitution allows to draw Pyithu Hluttaw constituencies either based on 

the populations or the township administrative boundaries, the previous and current UEC decided to 

demarcate the boundaries based on the townships administrative boundaries resulting in malapportion-

ment in elections.

Among the changes since the last national election, the amendment of the article 89 (Pyithu, Amyotha, 

region/state Hluttaws) passed in 2019 gives the UEC discretionary power to call or not to call by-elections 

for any vacant constituencies between the first and fifth year of Hluttaws 4,  which will impact the 

by-elections for any vacant by-elections in the future. While most people welcomed an amendment to 

remove the polling stations from military compounds and combine them with civilian polling stations, 

an amendment that allows temporary residents to vote if they have lived in their current constituencies 

for more than 90 days was controversial, especially among political parties based in the states. While this 

could allow voters to choose the representatives from the current location, it could be manipulated to 

overturn the electoral dynamic at ethnic states. Therefore, the UEC needs to have consultation and have 

consensus with political parties rather than made the decision unilaterally. 

4The amendment passed in 2016 allowed the Hluttaws to trigger the call for by-elections for 

any vacant constituency. The 2019 amendment transferred that decision to the UEC.

F
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Concerns among political parties over the real and perceived independence of the UEC and sub-com-

missions, and potential conflicts of interest due to the way they are appointed, were even higher in this 

2020 general elections. The Union Election Commission Law grants the president the power to nominate 

the members of the commission, makes it almost impossible for Parliament to reject their nominations, 

and establishes the same five-year term for the commission as for the president. With the constitutional 

power granted the UEC to make a final decision over any matter related to elections and political parties, 

the UEC was highly perceived to have been institutionally biased toward the incumbent during this cycle. 

Another major concern raised among political parties and candidates during the campaign period was 

the uneven level playing field. The Constitution bars the president, vice-presidents and the members 

of government at all levels to engage in partisan activities during their terms. However, the Union  

Government Law is inconsistent with this constitutional provision and allows them to engage in 

party and campaign-related activities. On top of that, the campaign regulations released in 2014 

did not specify the procedures and guidelines for the members of government to participate in the  

campaign activities. As a consequence, the incumbent was perceived as using state resources for electoral  

advantage, and most political parties and prominent candidates criticized the campaign environment as 

unfairly benefiting the party in power. Furthermore, even though social media were increasingly used in 

these elections, the campaign regulations were not updated to regulate online campaign activities and 

spending. 5  

According to the current Hluttaw laws, citizens who were staying abroad can only vote at the embassies 

or consulate offices. As a result, the vast majority of the millions of Myanmar citizens living abroad were 

disenfranchised, especially in Thailand and Malaysia, where most of them work. The Myanmar govern-

ment estimates that about 4.25 million Myanmar nationals are living abroad, including 70% in Thailand, 

15% in Malaysia, 4.6% in China, 3.9% in Singapore, and 1.9% in the United States.6  However, according 

to the UEC, in these general elections, the ballot envelopes for only 101,526 citizens, only about 2.35% of 

those living abroad, were sent to the embassies or consulate offices for early voting.

Besides the out-of-country advance voting, there were two types of in-country advance voting for specific 

voters or for the civil servants: 1) voting was conducted at different government institutions for eligible 

5 There were several clauses regarding the online campaign in the code of conduct for the 

political parties, the CoC was not legal binding. 

6 https://www.iom.int/countries/myanmar
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citizens voting outside of their constituencies; and 2) advance voting conducted at election sub-commis-

sion offices for eligible citizens voting inside their constituency. While the inside constituency advance 

voting process was open to observers and the media, the advance voting at the government institutions 

was managed by the institutions themselves rather than UEC. The out of constituency advance voting 

was conducted in a very untransparent manner, and civil society organizations were not able to observe 

the process. To minimize disenfranchisement due to the pandemic, UEC extended the inside-constituency 

advance voting to the citizens who were not able to go back to their constituencies because of COVID-19 

travel restrictions and in some constituencies to citizens 60 years or older to cast their ballots in advance 

at sub-commission offices. However, as UEC released the schedules at the last minute, there were no 

systematic studies regarding the process.

In accordance with the Hluttaw by-laws, the voter list was compiled by the sub-commission offices 

based on the list from ward/village track records and the Ministry of Labour, Immigration and Popula-

tion’s immigration department. Even though the list was widely perceived as inaccurate or inflated, no 

systematic study of the quality of the list was done since 2015. On the other hand, the by-laws did not 

specify whether political parties or civil society organizations were allowed to access the list so that 

independent systematic studies could be conducted.

The Union Election Commission Law grants the UEC the power to make final decisions on any matter 

related to elections. Electoral dispute resolution was one of those and there is no appeal process for the 

judicial review of the decisions made by UEC.

Amendments to the code of conduct and regulations for domestic and international observers released 

on July 7 caused concern among domestic observer groups. The amendments removed key aspects of 

the election process – the legal framework, voter list information, printing of ballot papers, and electoral 

disputes – from the areas that observers can monitor. They also removed legal and security protections 

for observers and substituted “individual election observer” with “election study” on which majority of 

the civil society organization perceived that the UEC were undermining the role of election observers in 

the election just merely to study instead of monitoring.

A significant challenge during this election compared with previous cycles – including the 2015 general 

elections and by-elections conducted in 2017 and 2018 – was the last-minute introduction of additional 

requirements to accredit citizen observers. Unlike in previous elections, civil society organizations inter-

ested in observing the process were asked to provide additional information on their legal registration 

status and funding sources. These requirements are not established in the laws, by-laws or regulations. 

In addition, the UEC’s initial decision to decline accreditation based on organizations’ lack of legal 
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registration ignored that the Association Registration Law makes legal registration voluntary for civic 

groups. Tying accreditation to legal registration was one of the biggest challenges for domestic groups 

to participate in the electoral process. 

On October 16, the UEC announced the cancellation of elections in 15 townships, as well as 581 village 

tracts in an additional 41 townships. On October 28, the UEC restored voting in seven village tracts from 

Ann and Kyauk Phyu townships in Rakhine state, three village tracts from Muse, Lashio and Kunlong 

townships in Shan state, but cancelled elections in 94 village tracts from Paletwa township in Chin state. 

The cancelations were based on the grounds that the situation in those areas was not conducive to 

hold free and fair elections. The decision raised concerns among ethnic political parties based in Shan 

and Rakhine states. Even though the Union election law gives the UEC discretionary power to make any 

decision regarding elections, the law does not stipulate how the decision-making process should be and 

what criteria should be taken into consideration. The cancellation of elections disenfranchised about 1.2 

million voters in Rakhine in addition to the estimated 600,000 Rohingya who were already disenfran-

chised, as well as about 45,000 voters in Mong Kung, Shan state. 

In general terms, the 2020 elections were conducted under a very similar legal framework as previous 

elections. However, the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and the changing political context highlighted 

the urgency for electoral reform to guarantee a more inclusive, transparent, and accountable process 

in the future.
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3. Campaign 
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 he election campaign is one of the most important processes, where citizens can ask questions or  

 have meaningful deliberation with the political parties and candidates about their parties’ platform 

or campaign promises, empowering citizens to make an informed decision on election day. Unfortunately, 

the 2020 general election was disrupted by the global pandemic outbreak and left most of the country 

with no meaningful campaign at all. Especially in Yangon and Rakhine, where the government issued 

“stay-at-home” orders, there were no campaign activities at all until the last week of the official 60-day 

campaign period. Even though there was specific airtime allocated for all political parties on the state-

owned media outlets, very strict censorship on the speeches by UEC ended up with at least six political 

parties deciding not to air their speeches. In the meantime, the campaign regulations did not clearly 

specify how incumbent candidates could engage in campaign activities, which led to disputes among the 

political parties and candidates. The lack of an alternative mechanism for all candidates to reach out to 

their electorate equally resulted in a very uneven campaign environment between the incumbent and 

the rest of the parties, and between bigger parties and those with very limited resources. 

To assess the level playing field, the abuse of state resources, and whether candidates followed the 

campaign regulations and COVID-19 standard operating procedures on the ground during the official 

campaign period, PACE deployed 309 long-term-observers to 309 townships to follow the campaign  

activities for six weeks. Initially, PACE planned to observe the whole campaign period (60 days). However, 

PACE was denied accreditation initially and received approval on September 2, only a week before the 

campaign started. The following are the findings of the six-week observation in 309 townships. 

3.1 Campaign Activity Requests and Complaints received by Sub-Commissions

Overall, the 309 sub-commissions interviewed said they received a total of 1,826 different requests relat-

ed to campaign activities over the 60-day campaign period. Regardless of the number of constituencies 

in each state or the COVID-19 situation, in-person campaign activities like rallies, parades and door-to-

door visits were still the most requested campaign activities (up to 60%) in the states, with the exception 

of Rakhine (Fig 1). When it comes to the regions, Sagaing, Yangon and Mandalay were the three regions 

receiving the highest number of requests for campaign activities. In Tanintharyi and Bago regions, up to 

25 percent of the total requests were to conduct rallies, compared to only 5 percent in Yangon, where a 

region-wide stay-at-home order was enforced in late September (Fig 6).

T
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Fig 1: Campaign activities requests received by the sub-commissions [In the previous week, 

what kind of campaign activities and events are submitted for the permission of UEC/sub-com-

mission?]
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Fig 2. Number of townships/sub-commissions Vs campaign activities applications received 

(States)

[In the previous week, what kind of campaign activities and events are submitted for the  

permission of UEC/sub-commission?]

Fig 3. Numbers of townships vs campaign activities applications received (Regions)

[In the previous week, what kind of campaign activities and events are submitted for the per-

mission of UEC/sub-commission?]
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Fig 4. Average requests per township [In the previous week, what kind of campaign activities 

and events are submitted for the permission of UEC/sub-commission?]
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Fig 5. Top five types of campaign activity requests received by sub-commissions (States) [In the 

previous week, what kind of campaign activities and events are submitted for the permission 

of UEC/sub-commission?]
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Fig 6. Top five types of campaign activity requests received by the sub-commissions (Regions) 

[In the previous week, what kind of campaign activities and events are submitted for the per-

mission of UEC/sub-commission?]

7PACE was not able to follow up on whether those rallies/parades were actually carried out or 

cancelled because of the COVID-19 situation.

When we looked into the numbers of requests for the rallies and parades specifically, a total of 40,867 

requests were received by the 309 sub-commissions interviewed over the 60 days campaign periods. 

According to the responses of the sub-commissions, Ayeyarwady region received the highest number of 

requests (6,361), followed by Sagaing region (5,753), Bago region (5,211), Shan state (4,985), Mandalay 

region (3,516) and Kachin state (3,488). The Yangon region only received 1,007 requests. When it comes 

to political parties, NLD (9,928), USDP (9,040), UBP (5,490), and UDP (2,929) were the parties that sub-

mitted permissions the most to conduct rallies or parades (Fig 7). According to the sub-commissions 

interviewed, almost all the requests (96 percent) were approved and only a few requests were rejected 

because they did not meet COVID-19 standard operating procedures (Fig 8)7. 
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Fig 7. Numbers of applications for rallies/parades submitted by political parties (only parties 

that submitted 100 or more applications are presented, based on responses from the 309 

sub-commissions) [In the previous weeks, which political party asked for permission to conduct 

a rally, Parade/loudspeakers/Vehicles Talks? Please tell me how many files each party submit-

ted and how many of them got permission.]



30

2020 General Elections Observation Report

Fig 8. Reasons for rejection of rally applications (If there was any case where election partici-

pants could not organize rally, Parade/loudspeakers/Vehicles Talks, please tell me the reasons 

why?)

According to the sub-commissions interviewed, the rally requests by different political parties were  

approved and there were no inconsistencies in deciding whether to approve requests across parties. 

When PACE’s observers asked the sub-commissions how many complaints were received over the whole 

campaign period, only 75 of the 309 sub-commissions responded that in total they received 182 cases 

and the rest of the sub-commissions said they did not receive official complaints (Fig 9). There were 

more complaints received by sub-commissions in the regions than in the states (Fig 9). Among political  

parties, USDP was the one that submitted the most complaints (Fig 10) and NLD got the most  

complaints (Fig 11). According to the sub-commission, the highest numbers of cases received were  

related to non-compliance with COVID-19 procedures, followed by cases of destroyed signboards or 

minor disturbances (Fig 12).
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Fig 9. Numbers of complaints submitted to sub-commissions

[How many cases of complaints have been submitted so far starting from September 8?]

Fig 10. Political parties that submitted complaints to sub-commissions 

(among the 75 sub-commissions that received complaints)
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Fig 11. Political parties that got complaints (among the 75 sub-commissions that received 

complaints

Fig 12. Reasons for filing complaints (77 cases received by 75 sub-commissions)
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3.2 Candidates’ Activities

A total of 5,639 candidates from 91 political parties and 259 independent candidates competed for 1,117 

seats (315 for Pyithu Hluttaw, 161 for Amyotha Hluttaw, 612 for region/state Hluttaw and 29 ethnic  

minister seats). Out of those candidates, 908 are women (16 percent) and 613 are 35 years old or younger 

(11%). 

Between September 28 and October 11, PACE’s observers interviewed 1,383 Hluttaw candidates directly  

and 117 official campaign staff of other candidates in 309 townships. PACE’s observers asked the  

candidates what kind of campaign activities they submitted for sub-commission approval. Based on the 

interviews with the candidates and their campaign staff (1,500 candidates), USDP submitted the highest 

number of requests, followed by NLD, UBP and UDP (Table 2). The most common activities requested 

at the sub-commissions were “hanging posters,” “distributing materials (leaflets, party souvenirs)” and 

“rally.” Only a few candidates or candidate’s representatives interviewed indicated that their applica-

tions were rejected on grounds of non-compliance with COVID-19 guidelines. Of the candidates inter-

viewed, only 705 (47 percent) said they assigned someone specifically as a campaign manager. Only 12 

percent of the 705 campaign managers assigned were women (Fig 13).

Amyotha Hluttaw

Pyithu Hluttaw

State/Region Hluttaws

Ethnic Ministers

Total

 161              136          643         779

 315                 249         1,316      1,565

 612                 490         2,622       3112

  29                  33          150           183

1,117                 908                   4,731                   5,639
 (16%)                (84%)

Seats       Candidates

Women        Men           Total
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Average

Total activities

O
ther

Distribution of M
ask /Hand Gel

Cam
paign office opening

Door to door

Parade

Rally

Distribute m
aterials

Hang poster

No application

Candidates interview
ed

 

   Overall           1,473      82     1,139   1,060 738      460       369      15   10       39      3,830      2.6

   NLD                228        5      186    164 136      108       69     3        10       676       3.0

   USDP            255       10      201    185 148       86        75        2    3         7        707       2.8

   SNLD             35       31     26  29        12        17           115        3.3

   ANP               9        9      9   1          3          1            23       2.6

   MUP                 10        9      8   5          6          4            32       3.2

   KNC               5        4      5   4          1          1            15       3.0

   CNLD             12       11     10  10          1          4            36       3.0

   KSPP             16       14     14  12         3          6   1        50       3.1

   NDF              30         7       20     18  10         5          4             57       1.9

   PP              35         3       28     22  11         8          5   1        75       2.1

   MFDP              3          1       1   2               3        1.0

   UNDP             11         0       10      6   2          3             21       1.9

   NUDP              3          1         2      2   1          2          1              8       2.7

   PPP              72         1       61     46  22        24        15         1    2 3        174      2.4

  NUP                84         4       71     63  33        21        13         1  1        203      2.4

  UBP                221       8      177    182 105       65        70        4  7       610       2.8
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   UDP              166       11      111    104  73        52        29        4    1        3         377       2.3

   Other 
   Parties            

220       25     154    154 112       46        43        3    1        6        519       2.4

  Independent     57        6      39     40  21        14        12           126       2.2

Table 2. Types of campaign activity applications submitted to sub-commissions (1,473 candi-

dates) [In the previous week, what kind of campaign activities and events are submitted for the 

permission of UEC/sub-commission.]

Fig 13. Are campaign managers women? [Please tell me if your campaign manager 

is male or female?]

PACE’s observers also asked the candidates about the voter outreach methods they used during the 

campaign. “Distributing materials (leaflets, party souvenirs)”, “hanging posters”, “parade/using loud-

speaker” and “door to door” were the most common voter outreach methods used by the interviewed 

candidates. Only seven percent of the candidates interviewed indicated that they used digital platforms 

such as blast email, SMS/phone calls, Viber, social media or Facebook. The outreach methods used by 

candidates are consistent across the most active 16 political parties. 
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While the 75 sub-commissions that provided information on complaints indicated they had received 182 

complaints during the campaign period, among those candidates interviewed, 414 candidates (28 per-

cent) said they or their campaigns were disturbed during their campaign activities. The majority of the 

candidates said their campaign activities were interfered with and campaign materials were destroyed 

(Fig 15). When PACE asked the candidates if they filed official complaints related to campaign activities 

with the sub-commissions, out of those candidates interviewed, only 4% responded “yes”. Amid the 

campaign period, three NLD party’s candidates were abducted by the ethnic armed group, Arakan Army, 

in Rakhine states and released after more than three months.

Fig 14. Methods used to reach out to voters (interviews with 1,500 candidates from 77 political 

parties)

[What campaign methods are you using to reach voters?]
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Fig 15. Incidents mentioned by the candidates (399 candidates from states, 709 candidates 

from regions
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3.3. Rallies

Between September 28 and November 6, PACE’s observers followed 2,071 rallies/parades in 262 town-

ships. The majority of the observed rallies were conducted in private houses/offices, followed by “rally 

by vehicles” and in public spaces (Fig 16). There were a few rallies held in religious compounds. Observ-

ers only identified a few rallies without following COVID-19 prevention measures (Fig 17). Candidates 

themselves spoke at most of the rallies that PACE observed (Fig 18). The materials most distributed at 

campaign activities that PACE observed were printed materials, health supplies to prevent COVID-19 and 

party souvenirs, followed by food. PACE also found that cash was distributed at a few rallies (Fig 19). Out 

of the rallies observed, the speakers announced or presented state-funded projects or mobilized voters 

based on ethnicity, races, or religion where more candidates from regions are more likely to mobilize 

voters based on religion (Fig 20). 
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Fig 16. Rallies’ locations (262 townships)
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Fig 17. COVID-19 prevention measures during the rallies (262 townships)
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Fig 18. Speakers at campaign rallies (262 townships)
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Fig 19. Materials distributed during the rallies (262 townships)
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     Fig 20. Rally environment (262 townships)
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4. Inside-constituency Advance Voting
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 o understand the trend of the advance voting process in the 2020 general elections, PACE planned  

 to observe the inside and outside constituency advance voting process in 315 townships. However, 

PACE was only able to observe the inside constituency advance voting because observers were not invited 

to the out of constituency advance voting. The inside-constituency advance voting started on October 25 

for the voters who were not able to go back to their registered constituencies because of COVID-19 travel 

restrictions 8,  and voters who were 60 years and above could cast their votes on October 29 at some 

constituencies 9. However, PACE was unable to monitor those processes conducted prior to November 

3 because the schedule was released at the last minute and there was not sufficient time to prepare to 

observe the process. PACE also was unable to monitor the out-of-constituency advance voting process, 

which was conducted in a non-transparent manner outside of the control of the election authorities,  

particularly the out-of-constituency advance voting processes at the institutions and the quarantine 

centers. During the period of November 3 to 7, PACE deployed 307 long-term observers (one observ-

er dropout for accident during the deployment) and were able to observe the inside-constituency  

advance voting process at 693 wards/villages across the county. Out of 307 townships, PACE received the  

reports from 302 townships (PACE observers cannot observe the advance voting process at five town-

ships because there was no advance voting when PACE had deployed the LTOs from November 3 to 7.) 

for the advance voting at the sub-commission offices and 263 for the mobile advance vote. The remain-

ing observers were unable to report because the advance voting process was completed prior to the 

observation period at their particular locations. 

By using standardized checklists, PACE’s observers assessed the quality of advance voting process both 

at the sub-commission offices and during the mobile voting process. During the observation, PACE’s  

observers assessed the level of transparency in the voting process, whether the sub-commission  

members complied with the COVID-19 preventive measures, and whether the secrecy of the votes was 

respected during the process. It is important to note here that even though these findings would not 

represent the process across the country, as PACE’s observers only observed the advance voting process 

at the locations where LTOs had access, it would be helpful to understand the trend in the process. The 

following are the key findings:

8 On October 8, UEC announced that voters who were not able to go back to their registered constituencies 

were allowed advance voting between October 25 to November 7.

9 On October 10, UEC announced that elderly voters (60 years and above) who were staying the townships 

with more than 5000 peoples in one square kilometer were allowed advance voting between October 29 

to November 5.

T
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- All of PACE’s observers were allowed to observe both the stationary and mobile voting without  

 restrictions at the observed locations.

- Among observed sub-commission offices or locations, health risk mitigation measures were  

 enforced in the advance voting throughout the day in 94% of cases, including enforcing the use of  

 masks (87%), encouraging hand sanitation (86%) and enforcing physical distance (34%). When it  

 comes to the mobile advance voting, health risk mitigation measures were enforced in 89% of the  

 cases including wearing masks (83%), encouraging hand sanitation (71%), and enforcing physical  

 distance (22%). In almost all cases (99%), the sub-commission officers wore PPE during the  

 mobile advance voting process, including wearing masks (96%), using hand sanitation (74%),  

 wearing face shields (45%) and hand gloves (42%). 

- The groups most likely to cast advance votes at the sub-commission offices were senior citizens  

 (76%), civil servants (71%) and election officials (67%), followed by persons with disabilities (26%)  

 and sick/infirm/hospitalized people (20%). The vast majority of reports of mobile voting involved  

 sick or hospitalized people (92%) followed by elderly people (14%) and election officials (13%)  

 casting ballots.

- At most observed locations (96%), the secrecy of the vote was respected both at the sub-commission  

 offices and during mobile voting.

- Observers reported that citizens who voted in advance were added to the Advance Voter List (Form  

 13) at 94% of sub-commission offices and 93% of mobile ballots. 

- In almost all cases (99%), no voters were turned away from the voting places because of high body  

 temperature. 

- In 13% of cases, a small number of voters (one to five) were not allowed to cast the advance voting  

 because they could not show the required documents. 

- Observers reported that materials were stored securely overnight at all observed wards and village  

 tracts.

- PACE observers witnessed no major problems during 96% of their stationary or mobile observations.  

 At a few locations, observers reported that they witnessed some problems such as interference in  

 the process, impersonation/voting for others and ballots not secured.

- There were no party agents at 12% of observations at sub-commission offices and 10% of mobile  

 voting observations where PACE observed. The parties most likely to have agents present during  

 advance voting were NLD, USDP and independent candidates.
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5. Election Day observation 



49

 s a part of its comprehensive election observation, PACE deployed 1,884 short-term-observers to  

 994 polling stations in all 14 states and regions to observe the election day process. Out of those,  

sample-based-observation covered 499 sample polling stations across the country. To assess the qual-

ity of the election-day process systematically, PACE developed key indicators to measure the level of 

inclusiveness, transparency and accountability throughout the election-day. By using the checklist, all 

PACE’s observers assessed the preparation and the set-up process, the voting process, and the counting 

process. 

Overall, the election-day was peaceful, and no major incidents were recorded. However, PACE’s observ-

ers reported that there were some isolated incidents related to the administrative issues on election day 

such as denying observers to enter the polling stations, voters being turned away because their names 

were not on the lists, allowing unregistered voters to vote, not allowing voters in the queue to vote, and 

double voting. The findings details are as follows:

5.1 Arrival and Setup

- Most observers (95%) were permitted to enter the polling stations by 6 a.m. However, 5% of the  

 observers were initially prevented by polling station officers from observing the election process at  

 their assigned polling stations. In most of these cases, polling station officials incorrectly asked  

 for additional permission from the township sub-commissions even though PACE was accredited at  

 the national level. Most observers were able to gain access to the polling stations later.

- Form 13 (Advance Voting) was posted outside 76% of polling stations. On average, in-constituency  

 advance voters represented 15% of registered voters.

- At almost all polling stations (93%), COVID-19 prevention guidelines were displayed publicly.  

 Regarding the implementation of COVID-19 prevention measures, almost all polling stations (98%)  

 provided hand sanitizing gel, 93% provided masks, 87% conducted temperature tests, 84%  

 displayed marks on the floor to encourage social distancing and 23% provided gloves. However,  

 only a few polling stations (7%) had a separate room or space for voters who might have COVID-19  

 symptoms. 

- Overall, two-thirds of the polling station officers (66%) were women. However, PACE’s observers  

 reported that the majority of the polling station officers (84%) in Yangon regions were women.  

 Women comprised a similar proportion (66%) of polling station members present when voting  

 began.

A
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- Less than a third (28%) of polling station facilities were accessible to voters who use wheelchairs.  

 Only a small fraction of polling stations (13%) set up an accessible booth. 

- In most polling stations (93%), the advance ballot boxes were delivered before the station opened  

 as required by election regulations. At 7% of polling stations, observers reported that they did not  

 see advance ballot boxes being delivered before voting began.

- At the time of opening, almost all polling stations (99%) had all the necessary materials. Some  

 materials, including ballot boxes and ballots, were missing at less than 1% of polling stations. 

- At most polling stations (84%), voting began between 6 and 6:30 am.

5.2 Voting Process

- At most polling stations (92%), PACE’s observers were allowed to observe the voting process from  

 inside the polling stations all the time. However, 6% of the observers reported that they were only  

 allowed to observe from outside of the polling stations, and 2% reported that they were asked to  

 leave at times. Most observers (86%) reported being able to observe the whole process, while 8%  

 said they could only observe some part of the polling station. According to polling station regula- 

 tions from the UEC, unauthorized persons were not allowed to be inside the polling station to make  

 sure the voters were able to cast their votes securely and free from intimidation or external  

 influence. During the observation, PACE’s observers found that there were no authorized persons  

 present at most of the polling stations (87%). However, local authorities or village heads were  

 present at 7% of the polling stations, and police were present at 3% of stations. 

- The most important administrative requirement for citizens to be able to participate in the  

 elections is a clean, correct and updated voter list. At two-thirds of polling stations (65%), PACE  

 observers did not witness anyone being turned away because they did not find their names on the  

 list. However, at about one-third of the polling stations (30%) up to 10 people were turned away  

 because their names were not on the list. On the other hand, PACE’s observers assessed that no 

 body who was not on the list was allowed to vote at almost all polling stations (95%). There were  

 a few polling stations (4%) where up to 10 people were allowed to vote even though they were not  

 on the list. 

- In these elections, the UEC and polling station officials had the challenge of empowering eligible  

 citizens to vote while mitigating their risk of COVID0-19 infection. At less than 1% of polling  

 stations, PACE’s observers witnessed a small number of citizens being unable to vote because they  

 had high temperatures.
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- When PACE’s observers assessed to what extent the COVID-19 precaution measures were followed  

 during election day, at 95% of the polling stations, voters were asked to wear masks all the time.  

 However, only 72% of the polling stations enforced safe distance requirements all the time. PACE’s  

 observers found at 82% of the polling stations, polling station staff were wearing masks and hand  

 gloves all the time.

- To make sure all voters who arrived at the polling station on time are able to exercise their rights,  

 in accordance with Hluttaw’s elections by-laws, polling station officials should allow voters in  

 queue when the polling stations were closed. Based on PACE’s observation, at most polling  

 stations (85%) there were no voters in the queue at 4 pm, when the polling stations were scheduled  

 to close. At most of the 15% where there were people in the queue at 4 PM, all those in line were  

 allowed to cast their votes.

5.3 Closing and Counting

- At almost all polling stations (99%), agents and eyewitnesses were allowed to remain in the station  

 after it closed to observe the counting process. Observers were allowed to stay inside the polling  

 station to observe the counting process in 98% of the polling stations.

- At almost all polling stations (95%), the count was conducted so that observers could see how the  

 ballots were marked.

- Officials declared invalid ballots in a consistent manner in almost all (99%) polling stations.

- In the majority of polling stations, there were party or candidate agents present during the count.  

 Agents of NLD were present at 92% of polling stations and agents for other parties were present at  

 92% of polling stations.

- After the count, ballots and forms were sealed inside tamper evident bags in almost all (98%)  

 polling stations.

- In 94% of polling stations, results forms (Form 16) of the Pyithu and Amyotha Hluttaw were posted  

 for public viewing after the count was completed, while 93% of the polling stations posted results  

 of the State/Region Hluttaw.

- In almost all polling stations (98%), there was no intimidation, harassment or interference in the  

 counting process.

- At the majority of polling stations (91%), no party or candidate agents raised complaints to the  

 station officer during the counting process. Agents for the USDP raised complaints at 5% of  

 stations, NLD agents raised complaints at 6% of stations, ethnic party agents at less than 1% of  

 stations, and agents for other parties and independent candidates’ agents at 1% of stations.
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6. Tabulation of results
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 n addition to the election-day process observation at the polling stations, PACE deployed 306 LTOs  

 observers to 306 townships to assess the quality of the tabulation process. PACE’s observers  

assessed the level of transparency and whether the tabulation was conducted according to the  

regulations and procedures. After polling stations closed on November 8, PACE deployed observers to 

306 townships election sub-commissions to monitor the tabulation of results. On election-day, PACE’s 

LTOs reported that in 67 townships, tabulation ended on November 8, in 233 townships tabulation  

ended on November 9 and the remaining were on November 10 and 11. 

Generally, the tabulation process was transparent and there was no major interference, intimidation 

or harassment at almost all tabulation centers. However, there were several townships where political 

parties/candidates’ representatives raised complaints to the officials during the tabulation. 

The following are the details of the findings. 

- All PACE’s observers were allowed to observe the process in all tabulation centers. Observers were  

 unable to see the marks on out of constituency advance votes as they were counted at 19 townships. 

- PACE’s observers reported that election materials were stored securely at all tabulation centers.

- Observers reported instances of interference, harassment or intimidation during the tabulation  

 process at five townships.

- PACE’s observers reported that party agents were present at all tabulation centers. At least at  

 25 townships, candidate/party agents raised complaints during the tabulation process. NLD and  

 USDP agents were more likely to raise complaints, followed by representatives of independent  

 candidates and representative of ethnic parties.

I
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7. Methodologies



55

7.1 Campaign monitoring

PACE deployed 309 long-term observers (LTOs) from September 28 to November 7 to 309 townships 

out of 315 townships where the 2020 general elections was conducted. PACE ’s LTOs conducted 1,500 

interviews with Hluttaws candidates from all 91 political parties who ran the 2020 elections. PACE’s LTOs 

mainly interviewed Pyithu Hluttaw Candidates but also the campaign official staff behalf of candidates 

when they were not available to meet. The observers asked each candidate questions about their cam-

paign activities and challenges that they faced. PACE did not observe informal party gatherings or other 

political events conducted by other actors. 

PACE also observed 2071 rallies/parades conducted by Pyithu Hluttaw candidates mainly from different 

political parties as much as possible. PACE cases, PACE was unable to observe rallies in very remote 

locations due to logistical challenges. PACE did not directly observe other political events or speeches 

by those not formally affiliated with the candidate.

Three hundred and eight township sub commissions were interviewed twice last week of September and 

the first week of November by PACE. The LTOs asked how many applications and what kind of activities 

the political parties and individual candidates apply for campaign events and, the LTOs asked how many 

cases for official complaints had been submitted by candidates during the campaign period and how 

many of them had been addressed., and if the commission had conducted any voter education activities. 

PACE’s methodology was designed to identify trends in the overall campaign environment. It did not 

focus on particular candidates, political races or incidents that may have been covered by media reports. 

7.2 Inside Constituency Advance Voting 

In order to observe the in-constituency advance voting at the ward/village tract sub-commission offices, 

PACE deployed 307 LTOs to 307constituencies for the period of November 3 to 7. All LTOs were tasked 

with observing both the voting process at the sub-commission offices and to accompany the sub-com-

mission members if mobile voting was conducted at their assigned locations.

7.3 Election-day observation

On election day, PACE deployed 996 non-partisan citizen observers to 498 polling stations in all 14 

states and regions to conduct a Sample Based Observation (SBO) of the election day process. The  

Sample Based Observation (SBO) is an advanced observation methodology that employs well-established  
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statistical principles and sophisticated information technology. An SBO involves the use of a represen-

tative sample of polling stations across the country to systematically assess the quality of the voting 

and counting process on election day. SBOs provide the most timely and accurate information on the 

conduct of voting and counting. The SBO involved deploying citizen observers to a random sample of 

499 polling stations in 288 townships. 

PACE’s citizen observers arrived at their assigned polling stations at 5:30 am. They observed the setup 

of polling stations, voting, counting, and the announcement and posting of results. Throughout the day, 

PACE’s observers sent via SMS to the data center at five designated times to report their observations. 

The SBO observers collected and reported at least 30,800 data points.

To further increase citizens’ participation in the elections and increase the transparency of the process, 

PACE deployed an additional 886 observers to additional 463 polling stations across the country. All 

short-term observers reported information on the quality of the election day process, as well as any 

critical incidents they witnessed.

7.4 Tabulation of results

PACE deployed 306 long-term observers to 306 townships to observe the tabulation process. All LTOs 

were instructed to arrive at the township sub-commission offices at 3:30 pm on November 8 to observe 

the tabulation. If the tabulation process was not completed on November 8, they were instructed to 

observe the following day.
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