
JointStandingCommitteeon ElectoralMatters
ParliamentHouse
Canberra 2600

1/7/02

Attn: TheSecretary

DearSir orMadam,

I would like my previousletter,datedFebruary
6

th 2002I believe,andthis oneto be
consideredassubmissionsto thisenquiry.

I did not voteat the2001 FederalelectionbecauseoftheallegationsI madein my
previousletter.

TheAEC hasacted,andhasbeenallowedto act,
• contraryto thePublicServiceCode
• againstthebestinterestofthepublic
• with at best,a taintedpolicy or atworstcorruptacquiescence
• extremelycautiously,to thepoint ofbeinginert,whenit cameto prosecuting

companieswhichbreachedtheCEA by using electronicversionsof the
electoralrolls for commercialpurposes

• with inexplicablelaxity in havingno registerofpurchasersandno signed
agreementsfrom thepurchasersgiventherestrictionson enduseimposedby
theCEA.

AlthoughhardlyuniqueamongstgovernmentagenciestheAEC hasofferedconflicting
answersto thequestions

• Canacompanybe punishedfor usingmicrofichecopiesoftherolls for
commercialpurposes?

• Did thesaleofthemicroficheincura lossto thepublicpurse?
• Whatwerethereasonsfor startingthesaleofmicrofiche?
• Whatwerethereasonsfor stoppingthesaleof microfiche?

YoursFaithfully ~

Neil Worrall

~

Submission No

Date Race Ived ~
Secretary ~

P.O Box 78, Daw Park, S.A. 5041.

Fiat Justitia, ruat coelum
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~~j: \ . February6, 2002

TheAEC hasbeensellingmicro~~çcopieso.ftheElectoralroll between1990andMarch

I allege,andcontend,thatwhentheAEC did so it

• wasasadirect resultoflobbyingby, andpressurefrom, sectionsof thebusinesscommunity
interestedin datamining anddemographicprofiling

• breachedit’s fiduciary responsibilitiesby providingthe microficheata substantiallossto the
Australiantaxpayer.This translatesto a direct,and illegal, subsidyto thebusinessesinvolved.
Thefigure I wasquoted was$250,000.Although it is almostacademic,it is unclearto which
timeperiodandgeographicareathisapplied.

• breachedfundamentalprinciplesofthePrivacyAct (1988)in relationto theuseand
disseminationofinformationfor purposesotherthan for which it wasprovided

• breachedat leastonesectionoftheElectoralAct (1918).As othersectionshavebeen
amendedto incorporatetheword ‘microfiche’ this word is conspicuousby it’s absencefrom
thesectionrelatingto thesaleof the ‘print’ roll. In a letter from theAEC, datedOctober24
2001, it wasstated‘Currently, theAEC doesnotsell thepublic electoralroll in microfiche
formatastheCEA providesno specificauthorityfor theAEC to sellpublic rolls in these
formats,only in printedformats’

• knowingly andwillingly providedcommercialenterpriseswith thebonusofmoredetailed
informationthanis containedon theprint version

• waswithout thebenefitof any legal foundation

In aletterfrom theAEC, datedJuly 26 2001, it wasstated‘Severepenaltiesapply for misuse
or commercialuseofelectoralroll informationprovidedin electronicformat’ but I knowofno
companybeingprosecutedfor this.

I wastold initially thatthis practicewasstoppedbecauseofthe lossesbeingsustainedbut
whenI asked,in writing, thereasonsuddenlybecameoneofsocialconcernandpublic pressure.
If thatis true,andI havemy doubts,it is shamefulthatthis concernfor publicwellbeingtookten
yearsto manifestitself.

If theseActsarenotmerelywindowdressing to provideuswith the illusion ofprotection
thenwho is enforcingthemandwhy hasno actionbeentakenin overtenyears?

I believethatthis issueis worthy ofyour investigation.TheAEC mustbebroughtto
accountso thatit is no longerinclined,for whateverreason,to interprettheCEA in sucha cavalier
fashion.

Yours Faithfully

Neil Worrall

P.OBox 78, Daw Park,S.A. 5041

Joint StandingCommitteeon ElectoralMatters
ParliamentHouse K ~.

Canberra

DearSir orMadam,

2000.

Act justly and fear not



Joint StandingCommitteeon ElectoralMatters
ParliamentHouse
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DearSir orMadam,

TheAEC hasbeensellingmicrofichecopiesof theElectoralroll
2000.

I allege,andcontend,thatwhentheAEC did soit

• wasasadirectresultof lobbyingby, andpressurefrom, sectionsofthebusinesscommunity

interestedin datamining and demographicprofiling
• breachedit’s fiduciary responsibilitiesby providingthemicroficheat asubstantiallossto the

Australiantaxpayer.This translatesto adirect, andillegal, subsidyto thebusinessesinvolved.
The figure I wasquotedwas$250,000.Althoughit is almostacademic,it is unclearto which
time periodandgeographicareathis applied.

• breachedfundamentalprinciplesof thePrivacyAct (1988)in relationto theuseand
disseminationofinformationfor purposesotherthanfor which it wasprovided

• breachedatleastone sectionoftheElectoralAct (1918).As othersectionshavebeen
amendedto incorporatetheword ‘microfiche’ thisword is conspicuousby it’s absencefrom
thesectionrelatingto thesaleofthe ‘print’ roll. In a letterfrom theAEC, datedOctober24
2001, it wasstated‘Currently, theAEC doesnot sell thepublic electoralroll in microfiche
formatastheCEA providesno specific authorityfor theAEC to sellpublic rolls in these
formats,only in printedformats’

• knowingly andwillingly providedcommercialenterpriseswith thebonusof moredetailed
informationthanis containedon theprint version

• waswithoutthebenefitofany legal foundation

In a letterfrom theAEC, datedJuly 26 2001, it wasstated‘Severepenaltiesapply for misuse
or commercialuseofelectoralroll informationprovidedin electronicformat’.

I wastold initially that thispracticewas~stoppedbecauseof the lossesbeingsustainedbut
whenI asked,in writing, thereasonsuddenlybecameoneof socialconcernandpublicpressure.
If that is true,andI havemy doubts,it is shamefulthatthis concernfor public wellbeingtookten
yearsto manifestitself.

Are theseActsmerelywindowdressingto provideuswith the illusion of protection?
If not, who is enforcingthemandwhyhasno actionbeentakenin overtenyears?
If attemptsaremadeto justify thepositionby useofsuperficiallegal technicalitiesthenI

will knowtheanswersto thesequestions.

Thetruth will setusfree,but first it will makeusmiserable.

Yours

Neil Worrall

P.OBox 78, Daw Park,S.A. 5041

Act justly andfear not
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