
709/87 Yarranabbe Road
Darling Point , N.S.W. 2027

Tel: (02) 9363 4707 Fax: (02) 9327 6761

30 June 2002 ________________________

Joint Standing Committeeon ElectoralMatters

Submission No.

To: The Secretary Date Received ~
Joint Standing committee on Electoral Matters Secretary
Parliament House
Canberra ACT 2600

Dear Sir,
Enquiry into the Conduct of the 2001 Federal Election

The purpose of this Submission and the Submissions dated 12 October 2000 and 28 February
2001 to the previous Joint Standing Committee on Electrical Matters (JSCEM) (Refer
submission No. 18 paragraph 7.8) is and has been to draw the attention once again of the
Australian Electoral Commission (AEC) through the JSCEM to looseness in the current
electoral system and in particular to the opportunities for multiple/fraudulent voting
provided by the present practice and procedures for pre poli voting.

I continue to be concerned that valid identification at enrolment and at the polling booth are
still not incorporated in the Australian electoral system, that Senate opposition has removed
in May 2002 the requirements for better identification at enrolment as set out in the
Regulations following passing of the Referendum and Electoral Bill No. 2 in September 2000
and that cases of fraud and loose management which can topple an elected government, as
indicated in the 1995 Mundingburra election, are still relatively easily able to be
perpetrated.

The AEC is to be congratulated on the detailed reports circulated following the 2000-2001
Inquiry into the Electoral Roll and thanked for distributing these reports to those who made
submissions, most of which were answered.
However, since I did not receive a response to matters I raised in respect of the 1995-96
Mundingburra election and by-election, I have added a relevant section to this submission.

A comment was noted on pages 96/ 97 in the “Minority Report” section of the report “User
Friendly not Abuser Friendly” that “Never at any stage did the AEC demonstrate that it was
anything other than circumspect and open to constructive criticism in relation to its
management of the electoral roll”.

Accepting this to be a valid endorsement, I trust that this Submission will be received as a
constructive attempt to be helpful.

For the record, neither this submission nor that of the 24 October 2000 were seen by Dr Amy

McGrath or other members of the H.S. Chapman Society prior to being submitted.

Yours sincerely,

W. Bruce Kirkpatrick



STATUTORY DECLARATION
NSW OATHS ACT 1900

I
of eOãD~1i~g

in theStateof NewSo~thW~es

do herebysolemnlydeclareandaffirm that:-

I am an elector registered to vote in the Federal Electorate of Wentworth.

On Tuesday 6 November 2001 I entered the Australian Electrical Commission

office at 24 Campbell Street Sydney to enquire about voting at the Pre Poll

booth.

THE INCIDENT

There were notices fixed to the counter listing the rules for prepoll

voting. These included the advice that to be eligible to vote, the voter

had to be absent from the State (of New South Wales) on election day (10

November 2001), or to be unable to attend a polling booth on election day

because of expected absence due to hospitalisation, work or religious

commitment.

The woman attendant behind the counter asked me if I were intending to vote

and offered me a form to fill in.

Having read the rules, I replied that it seemed that I was not eligible to

prepoll vote as I expected to be in the State on 10 November 2001 and so

presumed I would have to vote as an Absentee voter if not in the Wentworth

electorate on that day, or else to submit a postal vote.

The attendant replied that that was unnecessary as I could prepoll vote at

the Campbell Street PrePoll booth and again proffered the relevant form to

be completed in order to be given a voting paper.

As this seemed to be a clear abuse of the law and regulations covering

prepoll voting, I declined to proceed and withdrew from the prepoll voting

booth.
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JUSTICEOF THE PEACE
~ ~.

NOTE: THE BACK OFTHIS PAGEMUST ALSO BE SIGNEDIN FULL.



1. Pre Poll Voting

The attached Statutory Declaration records an incident in which a voter was encouraged to
pre poll vote when not entitled to do so under the Regulations set down by the Australian
Electoral Commission.
The Statutory Declaration does not have a photograph attachedof the multiple notices on the
top of the counter setting out the regulations, nor a copy of the notice as the request for a
copy had been refused, nor a corroborative statement from one of the officials behind the
counter. While it may be claimed that this report is therefore an “unsubstantiated
allegation” or “anecdotal only”, it is submitted in the hope that it will be treated as genuine
and action taken to correct the procedure.

I have noted the AEC’s paragraph7.8 in their 17 October 2000 submission quoted in the “User
Friendly, not Abuser Friendly: Report of the Inquiry into the Integrity of the Roll” page 96 -

‘The Role of the AEC in the Inquiry’ - stating that the ABC “welcomes well informed and
unbiased criticism of electoral law and procedures”.

There have been many examples given at previous Joint Standing Committee enquiries about
the concern of voters and some ABC officers that opportunities for electoral fraud have been
facilitated by the changes to the Australian voting regulations since 1983.

Where voters are able to vote at any of many polling booths in their electorate without being
properly identified and not just on polling day but over an extended period of weeks, where
the votes go into envelopes at points from which scrutineers are excluded and where the
envelopes are sometimes opened without scrutineers present despite regulations allowing
them to be present at that stage of the vote counting, there has to be increased opportunity
for the. unscrupulous to perpetrate voting fraud. This practice further limits the ability of
candidates for election to implement effective scrutineering of the voting and counting
process.

Practices in Trade Unions of illegally securing postal vote envelopes have been adequately
shown to exist by the Cooke inquiry* into some Queenslandbranches of Trade Unions and do
little to reassure voters that these practices by one political group have not been used in
Federal elections.
*(Although “comprehensively addressed in the October 1997 JSCEM Report entitled
“Industrial Elections” that report remains on the record as evidence of fraudulent electoral
practices.

I refer to my Submission to the JSCEM dated 14 October 2000 (Submission no. 18, section 2
penultimate paragraph) in which reference was made to pre poll voting at the Bondi
Junction electoral office/Divisional Returning Office polling booth.

“The voting papers have been seen as the voter left the table, not being immediately
placed in the envelope by the electoral official in front of the voter, nor put into the
ballot box in front of the voter. These incidents were observedat busy times in the
Bondi Junction polling booth. In Wentworth the combination of Pre poll, Postal,
Absenteeand Section votes has risen since 1993, when Pre poll votes first appearedin
the statistics, from 16.34% to 30.63% of the total votes.”

Pre poll voting then accounted for over 11% of the electorates votes. As scrutinising in the
pre poll booth is not permitted, the electorate is dependent on having both scrupulously
honest AND efficient staff counting these votes. With electorates changing hands by a
handful of votes and such a change in the opportunities for personation, it should be of
great concern to all citizens.

Reference was also made to discussions with some of these pre poll voters who used the
facility as a convenience and were not going to be out of the State, in hospital or at work or
be prohibited by religious constraints from voting on polling day.

Although the ABC’s SupplementarySubmission to the JSCEM Inquiry into the Integrity of the
Electoral Roll contained comments at paragraphs 7.7 and7.8 on that section of the 24 October
submission and the report was dismissed as “anecdotal”, no constructive suggestion was made
as tyo how such incidents could be proven with no scrutineers present, to the satisfaction of



the ABC sufficient for remedial action to improve the integrity of the vote to be introduced.

It seems evident that concerns about the widened opportunities for fraud as a result of the
change to subdivisional voting and, later, pre poll voting would be largely overcome if valid
identification at enrolment and at the polling booth were introduced.

2. The July 1995 Queensland State Election in Mundingburra
A State government was elected as a result of fraud, discovered subsequentlyin at least one

electorateand fell as a result of that discovery.

2.1 Some Background

On 15 July 1995 Wayne Goss and his team, elected by Queenslanders,won government by one
seat.
The election result in Mundingburra,won by the ALP’s Ken Davies, was taken to the Court of
Disputed Returns by the losing candidate Frank Tanti. This was resistedby the ALP and the
Electoral office. However, when it was discovered that twenty two soldiers from the
Mundingburra electorate serving in Rwanda had been disenfranchised because the
QueenslandElectoral Office had not ensured that they received their voting papers in time,
Justice Ambrose ruled on 8 December 1995 that a by-election be held, without finally
resolving all the claims concerning false votes, voters and other irregularities.

The Mundingburra By-election was eventually held seven months after the 1995 election on
3 February 1996. Many reported false enrolments and unethical practices carried out in the
July 1995 election were extinguished; e.g. many names in the 500 identified by Tanti and his
supporters as having possibly voted illegally, disappeared from the roll after the court case;
votes at a retirement village which had been 40:16 in favour of Davies were reversed,
coincidentally, to 16:40 in favour of Tanti once Liberal Party scrutineers were in place to
supervise the Australian Electoral Commission (ABC) employees on the polling booth who
had allegedly previously been advising some voters that they were not eligible to vote there
and then. The Labor candidate lost by 1084 votes and the Goss Government was replaced by
that of Rob Borbidge and the National / Liberal Coalition.

However “anecdotal” or “an unsubstantiated allegation” the Australian
Electoral Commission may claim the above to be, a government had been
elected on a basis, proven to be unsound if not fraudulent in at least one
electorate and it fell when many of the instances in that fraud were dealt
with.

The Federal Police in 1997 investigated evidence sent, allegedly by a disgusted and vengeful
ALP member, to a Brisbane Courier Mail reporter, Tanya Target and to Frank Tanti in April
1997, which had been passedon by Tanti to Peter Lindsay, Federal member for Herbert and
by him to the FederalAttorney General. It revealed, in effect, that the ALP had won the 1995
State election with an electoral roll containing fraudulent and ineligible voters assisted by
irregularities in the rolls and the management of polling booths. Unquestionably fraud had
been on a large enough scale to elect the wrong State Government. Mundingburra provided
the opportunity to expose what had been happening.

The ABC had reportedly claimed that, in October 1996, it had separately investigated
enrolments by the ALP’s Andrew Kehoe, an AWU faction party official and former
policeman. As a result, he was sentenced in July 1997, on ten charges of forging and
uttering, to 3 months in jail, suspendedfor two years with a $1000 good behaviourbond.
Was this the first time a prison sentence had been imposed for an electoral
fraud by an Australian court, despite numerous earlier claims of fraudulent
electoral practices?

It was soon followed by the discovery of further fraud in enrolments in Mundingburra and
Thuringowa involving Karen Erhman and in Townsville involving Mike Reynolds,
subsequently elected and appointed Premier Peter Beattie’s “Representative in the North”.
From 1997 through 1998 pressure for this matter to be investigated met stiff resistance from




