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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 March. 
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.13 pm]: After my false 
start last night, I rise to speak on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. This will be one of those rare occasions 
when I can sincerely say that I am very pleased the opposition will support a government bill. I acknowledge that 
after the past 12 months the minister responsible, Minister Collier, has been very proactive in his engagement 
with the opposition to bring this bill into this house. This started more than a year ago with a number of meetings 
between the minister and me and our respective party secretaries and directors at the time, Simon Mead and 
Ben Morton, and also a staff member from the minister’s office, Mr Jeremy Buxton. I want to thank those people 
for being involved and I acknowledge Mr Buxton’s role because he has done a lot of legwork in getting the bill 
to this point. He has been around in the Liberal Party for a long time, but he does not get acknowledgement for 
his engagement in this area and his passion for these issues. 
Hon Ken Travers: He is an institution in electoral affairs for the Liberal Party. 
Hon KATE DOUST: He is. He was certainly very accommodating with responding to questions and taking up 
these issues with the Electoral Commissioner. I also acknowledge the role that the Electoral Commissioner has 
played in getting this bill to this place. Part of that has been the comment he has made publicly about the need to 
address a number of matters that are now picked up under this bill, in particular the direct enrolment and update 
of electors’ details. He wrote an excellent opinion piece in The West Australian on 5 March last year in which he 
referred to democracy depending on voters doing their bit. He referenced the fact that during the 2013 federal 
election something like 1.2 million people nationally were not on the electoral roll who should have been and in 
Western Australia that broke down to 170 000 electors. By his estimation, unless the issue of people on the 
commonwealth roll not automatically being shifted to the state roll is addressed leading up to the next state 
election—so we have that gap there—we could find a disparity of anywhere up to 220 000 people in 
Western Australia who would have been enrolled on the commonwealth roll, but not on the state roll. One of the 
most significant changes in this legislation has been to ensure that those changes occur. 
I had a briefing with the Electoral Commissioner, Mr Kerslake, and Mr Louis Gargan, who works for the 
commission. Some members who have been around for a while will remember Mr Gargan, who worked for the 
Legislative Council and was actively engaged with the Legislation Committee in 2001–02 when we had to deal 
with the last significant piece of electoral reform with the one vote, one value legislation. I know that he has 
good grounding in these matters and I certainly appreciated the discussion around not only this bill, but also 
a number of other shared interests. I wanted to make those comments because it is very unusual for government 
and opposition to work together to come up with a piece of legislation. 
Some other matters were canvassed. The commissioner has been able to resolve some very practical matters that 
either the commissioner or the respective party secretaries wanted to see addressed around practical issues that 
have arisen on polling day or on pre-poll arrangements. I understand that a number of those things have been 
resolved. The matters in front of us today can be addressed only via legislation. I might just go through those. 
There are only five significant changes. 

The first one, of course, is around technology-assisted voting. Over the last couple of rounds of elections there 
has been some use of technology-assisted voting, particularly for those people with a visual impairment. The 
Association for the Blind in Victoria Park had specialised polling booths for those people and they seemed to 
work quite well. There have been some examples when the commission has run some niche ballots with online 
technology, but it has not been in widespread use. The changes made in this bill will enable that 
technology-assisted voting to occur still in a narrow scope, if you like, but it puts in place all the mechanics that 
will facilitate that happening. It provides for a definition of who will be able to participate or seek to vote in this 
manner. The definition states that the elector cannot vote without assistance because the elector has insufficient 
literacy skills or is sight-impaired or otherwise incapacitated. It is a very narrow group of voters in the electorate. 
It also provides a definition of “technology”. Even in the discussions we had some people are supportive of using 
technology and some people are very wary about it. 

At a state or even at a national level, we still have a long way to go before we get to some sort of full-blown 
online voting arrangements. Voting will be restricted in this way because the commissioner will have to approve 
who gets to vote. There is a range of mechanisms about how voting can be done. Provision for auditing is also 
made. I might come back and talk about that a bit later because I raised some matters with the commissioner 
about elements of the auditing process. This legislation is a good starting point to deal with online voting 
arrangements. It will provide an opportunity for people who may not be able to get out to an ordinary polling 
booth or to a pre-poll vote to lodge their vote in the comfort of their own homes, if possible, by using a computer 
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or some other platform that has been approved. It is essential that everyone who is enrolled has the capacity to 
vote if they choose. 

Somewhere down the track, it would be very useful—the minister and I have had these discussions—for this 
Parliament to look at where we would go in the future with a much broader form of technology-assisted voting 
or online voting. In Denmark, an online voting system is in place and it has tried to address cyber security 
concerns about counting the votes in that system. In India, which has a much greater population than ours, they 
also do their voting online. They are able to achieve an outcome at the end of a polling day. I use those two 
examples with two different levels of population and engagements in technology. Of course, we need to be 
cautious about the pathway we take but at some point we need to look at it and perhaps find a system that might 
work. It might work well for people who live in isolated areas. Down the track, in terms of timeliness and access 
for people, the pathway may need to be investigated. I hope that it is something we will have a look at in due 
course—either the minister can or it may be something that we might do when we win government in 2017. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Has the member seen House of Cards? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Not the last episode, no. I am just saying that I think it is important for people to maintain 
a traditional manner of voting by actually marking a ballot paper, but I do not think we should close our minds to 
how new technology can be utilised in this space. We have embraced technology with how our votes are now 
counted. For all of us in the upper house, if members have been to a final count for an upper house vote, it is not 
like how it was done years and years ago when it would take weeks, or months in some cases, to tally up the 
vote. Members can essentially go along on the last day and they press a button and the number 6 pops up. It is 
a much different system. 

Hon Ken Travers: But entering the data takes two months! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know, but Hon Ken Travers is taking away from the magic of the final result! The 
technology is certainly being used. For people who do not have the capacity to physically turn up to a polling 
booth, I think that the changes to this legislation are eminently sensible and will make life a lot easier. A lot of 
the changes that we are putting in place today are about hopefully simplifying processes for people to be able to 
vote, but also to making life a bit easier for how the Electoral Commission rolls out the vote. 

I wanted to raise a question about the audit, which I discussed with the commissioner. I do not have any 
difficulty where there may be a requirement for an audit of the commission in the case of technology-assisted 
voting arrangements. It might be a matter that needs to be looked at and an independent auditor can be brought 
in. Initially, when I raised that, I said that perhaps, once the results of the audit were in, they should be made 
publicly available or at least, if that could not happen, they should be made available to either the respective 
candidates or to their party secretaries so they could have a look at the results. If there was a problem, it could be 
resolved or discussed at an early stage. The commissioner has responded to that concern and he has talked about 
applying a range of procedures. I am reasonably satisfied by his response but I am hoping that the minister can 
put on the record today the commissioner’s response to the questions that I raised. 

Again coming back to how we engage with technology in this space, I appreciate that we probably will not be 
able to deal with it in this bill now, but I also said that ideally, in a perfect world, if a new voting arrangement 
was going to be developed for online purposes, we would hope that the Electoral Commission would own the 
IP address behind that change. The commissioner advised me that, to get the system up and going, the 
New South Wales iVote arrangements have been adopted. The Electoral Commission has essentially picked up 
that package and put it in. I accept that and I understand that it would probably have been extremely costly to 
develop a new set of arrangements and they may not have been developed in time for the next state election. 
I hope that somewhere down the track there are opportunities for the commission to investigate ways of 
improving the package or other ways of developing its own systems of electronic voting. 

I think that the changes being made are sensible. I also note that a new amendment has been made in the bill that 
references the commission’s website. I thought that was a very modern change! People will be able to 
understand it in the context of this bill and that we are moving down the path of change and utilising technology. 
A reasonably significant change has been made, but I took that change as validating a system that has already 
been in practice for some time. The change puts in place a recognised package with the type of technology that 
will be used. 

We had quite a bit of discussion around direct enrolment and automatic updates. The commonwealth 
government introduced direct enrolment and automatic update back in about 2012. The practice has also been 
picked up in both New South Wales and Victoria. When somebody turns 18, they are automatically put on the 
electoral roll—this is with the commonwealth. They will be sent a letter to advise them that they are on the roll, 
and if they have any issues around the detail, they need to respond within 28 days. I imagine that 98 per cent of 
people do not worry about it and they are automatically on the roll. That was not the case at our state level; we 
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had to fill out a separate form. Given the commissioner’s comments about the missing 170 000-plus people, it 
made eminent sense that if the federal commission already had this arrangement in place, we should be able to 
pick up that data. We had some interesting discussions about how we would pick up that data and which 
government agencies it would be obtained from. I think that the mechanism that is being put in this legislation is 
the best outcome as the commissioner is able to just shift that data from the commonwealth arena into the state 
arena. The commissioner has the capacity to update addresses or update the region an elector lives in. I think that 
is a good outcome for all. 

The matter of the discrepancy in the number of electors between the state and the commonwealth was raised 
with Premier Colin Barnett in the Legislative Assembly during the estimates committee hearing back in 2014. 
I do not have the Hansard with me, but I know he expressed surprise at the number of people who were not 
enrolled. From memory, his comments were that if these people needed to be on the roll, they should be on the 
roll and it should be fixed. That comment was taken to heart and that is why we have this bill before us today. 

I think this will be an interesting change. I hope that once this bill passes through both houses, the commission is 
able to get those changes through reasonably quickly. I am sure the minister hopes also that by the time we get to 
the election in March next year, every Western Australian who should legally be on the state roll will be. That is 
a very positive change. In some ways it might save the Electoral Commission some dollars through not having to 
constantly contact people to get them on the roll or to have staff focused only on doing that. The automatic 
changeover may enable the commission to devote some of its time and dollars to other aspects of its work. 

The third change, which relates to early voting, is probably not a monumental change but it is an important 
change. We know that pre-polling now starts about three weeks prior to the actual polling day. If a person turns 
up to the pre-poll because they need to vote early, they are required to provide a reason for why they cannot vote 
on election day. If they provide a reason, they are usually given a ballot paper. A lot of people—how do I put 
this delicately?—probably just make up a reason because they do not want to turn up on polling day. Let us say, 
they are being creative with the truth. Who can blame them? For people who have commitments to work, sport 
and family, or for a range of other reasons—perhaps travelling—it is not always possible to be there on election 
day. Once this bill is passed, the commission will ask people only one question: “Have you already voted?” That 
is a much better question. Hopefully it will not pick up those who like to vote early and vote often—the 
commission might have to think about that—but I think this is a very sensible change. Over the past couple of 
state elections we have all seen that more and more people are turning out to vote early. The commission advises 
that at the last election the number was up about 30 per cent of the vote, and it expects that figure will grow over 
time. The challenge, of course, is how political parties manage that shift in how people cast their vote. However, 
that is not for us to discuss today; that is for people to talk about in their own party rooms and campaigns. It is 
a sensible and practical change. 

The fourth change in this bill relates to the appointment of scrutineers and has been canvassed mainly by the 
various parties. Currently the scrutineer form has to be signed by the candidate. The change under this bill comes 
in a variety of options. The candidate will still be able to sign the scrutineer form, but once this bill is passed, the 
party secretary will be able to sign a form on behalf of all candidates of a political party, saving a lot of time and 
hassle, particularly when those forms must be distributed, and especially in the post–election day counting rooms 
where I know there has sometimes been a degree of frustration when trying to track down a candidate to sign 
a scrutineer form to have a team of people come in and do the count. In the case of a political party, the secretary 
will be able to sign, and an Independent candidate will be able to appoint an agent. All the Legislative Council 
candidates, where there is a group, will be able to appoint an agent to act on their behalf. Again, this is a sensible 
and practical change to this legislation. 

A final amendment, which I am sure people will be very excited about, is that currently we all use a pencil to fill 
out our ballot paper. I understand that once this bill is passed, people will be able to use a pen in polling booths. 
That change may in fact save the commission a lot of hassle when counting the votes because having a pen mark 
might be a lot clearer for those who enjoy a bit of scrutineering and the hustle and tussle of trying to determine 
whether a pencil mark was just a smudge or was in fact a proper mark on the paper. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The member really is in a happy place! 

Hon Helen Morton: I’m just saying that I do not remember ever seeing a smudge—they make really clear 
definite lines. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they do all sorts of things. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Kate Doust has the call. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I was just distracted, Madam Deputy President. 
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This bill is a good news story. I can honestly say that this is the first good news story in eight years of this 
government and we support it. The bill contains very sensible, practical changes. Once this legislation is through, 
I would be happy to sit down with the minister and talk to him about a few other things that I would like to see 
happen in electoral reform. I am waiting to see what happens—I am not saying I necessarily support it—with the 
changes at a federal level for the Senate’s new structure for minor parties. Somewhere down the track there 
needs to be an open and frank discussion about better disclosure for political donations, and I think there is an 
appetite in the community for that. I know there is a range of other practical simple changes that people would 
like to see about what happens on polling day, but those are probably matters that can be taken up directly with 
the Electoral Commissioner and do not require legislative change. It is an interesting and evolving area. 

The only thing I really want the minister to put on the record is to provide that feedback from the commissioner 
to, essentially, the publication of an audit outcome and what those procedures will be, because I know he has 
a package of procedures that he referred to. That was really the only outstanding question I had around that 
matter. I know I initially talked about moving an amendment, but I am more interested in getting this bill through 
with the matters we have agreed upon because these are significant and important changes, and as long as that 
response is on the record I would be satisfied with that. With those few comments, I want to say thank you for 
being so cooperative on this occasion; it is a rare occasion. Following on from what Hon Stephen Dawson said 
today, it is good to acknowledge good work from time to time. Take this as a once-in-a-lifetime gesture. 

Hon Michael Mischin: That didn’t hurt, did it? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, but I am doing that for him; I do not know whether I could do that for the 
Attorney General. The Minister for Electoral Affairs is so much smarter about how he goes about getting these 
outcomes. 

Over a number of meetings we had, particularly with the directors of the day, and having discussed this bill with 
our new party secretary, I know he is very supportive of the changes, as I am sure the government’s new director 
is. I hope we are able to get this bill through the Assembly in an appropriate time frame so the commission can 
get on with instigating all these changes. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [5.38 pm]: I rise to talk on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. In 
doing so I want to express my support for the bill, but I want to consider some areas in greater detail and express 
some concerns I have with particularly one aspect of the bill. Unsurprisingly, it seems to be the same aspect of 
the bill that Hon Kate Doust just referred to; namely, the auditing requirements under the technology clauses. 
I can guarantee the house that there has not been any collusion. I was not expecting Hon Kate Doust to raise 
similar concerns but I want to talk about that later in my contribution this afternoon. 
I guess, first of all, the Electoral Amendment Bill 2016 contains a number of important amendments to the 
Electoral Act 1907. As a former state director of a political party, I have taken an interest in electoral matters 
over many years. Members will be aware that I also have a bill before the house seeking to amend the 
Electoral Act. A number of issues have been canvassed in debate so far by the Leader of the House and 
Hon Kate Doust. I reiterate many of the remarks, particularly the reforms in the areas of early voting and the 
ability to appoint scrutineers. As a former director, that was always enormously challenging, particularly when 
scrutineers are at polling places throughout the length and breadth of the state dealing with some fairly remote 
areas, certainly regional areas, to make sure they facilitated the appropriate scrutineer appointment forms signed 
by the candidates. It was quite a considerable logistical exercise. I understand also—not that I have been too 
involved in the large count centres—from my briefing with the Electoral Commission and the 
Electoral Commissioner that there were unique challenges regarding scrutineers and the number of counts 
occurring within the one count centre. They were not that familiar to me but I took those points on board during 
my briefing. 
Early voting is something that we have seen more and more of at elections. I agree with Hon Kate Doust that 
a lot of people who come to polling places these days are probably simply confirming one of the many reasons 
they are able to exercise an early vote. I think it was in his second reading speech that the minister said the 
ability for the commission staff to test the veracity of those claims was simply not there; therefore, the reforms to 
early voting and the removal of the requirement to meet one of a number of eligibility criteria will be removed 
with the passage of this bill. 

Before I get to technology voting, which is the area I want to spend some time today, pens in polling places is 
obviously an interesting reform. I remember after the federal election—I think it was the last one—and the 
subsequent Senate election and some of the issues that the federal Parliament was dealing with, there was quite 
some interest in whether we should even allow pencils in our voting system when marking ballot papers. 
Interestingly, I think the commonwealth Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Matters, which considered the 
last federal election, did not make any recommendations to move away from pencils in polling places. I think 
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this reform to the Electoral Act follows the New South Wales reforms that for the first time in that jurisdiction—
I think at the last state election early last year—saw pens replacing pencils in voting booths in New South Wales. 

I want to move on to technology voting because that is where I want to spend a bit of time talking about a few 
matters. Some areas have been canvassed by Hon Kate Doust, but I want to go into more detail on some areas. 
I support the use of technology in our voting systems. In fact, when I first was elected to this place in 2013, 
I took the opportunity in my first year to take on a parliamentary intern as a result of the parliamentary research 
program run through the Parliamentary Library. A young lady from Murdoch University by the name of 
Alexandra Vaughan-Taylor prepared a report for me called “Lessons from Abroad: The Barriers to Electronic 
Voting in Western Australia”. It has not been a very well read report because I have checked the date stamp at 
the back of it, and only one person has borrowed the report to date, so I think I might be the second borrower. 
I assume it is available online and everyone is accessing the report online! That is my expectation. The report is 
quite interesting. It obviously is largely an assessment of international and, to some extent, interstate 
jurisdictions and looked at to what extent technology has been implemented in their voting systems. I note even 
Western Australia has started to move this way. I think in the last general election it used technology in marking 
electors presenting to a polling place off the electoral roll using technology rather than the old paper rolls that 
were a feature of all polling places in the state. I want to quote from a few relevant sections of this report. This 
report was presented to me in December 2013 by Alexandra Vaughan-Taylor. On page 2 of the report, in the 
section “Background and Introduction”, she states — 

In countries steeped in strong traditions of democratically elected governments, the introduction of 
electronic forms of voting are being considered and executed with a large degree of caution. The vote is 
the absolute foundation of governmental legitimacy and any disturbance, either real or perceived, to 
a tried and tested voting system risks undermining the basis of a democratic society. A society that 
introduces electronic voting must ensure that their system is robust and exceptionally well designed in 
order to preserve the core of democracy. 

At page 28, the report looked at the example in New South Wales. Interestingly, in doing so, it identified the way 
it has started to use technology in its voting systems. In New South Wales, it was not limited to just people with 
some disability or impairment; interestingly, it was made available also to rural voters. I will come back to that 
later in my contribution. On page 33 of the report, in a section titled “Transparency and Scrutiny”, the report 
states — 

Western Australian elections have a long tradition of transparency and rigorous scrutiny which has 
promoted a culture of accountability. Buckland and Wen (2012) state, “the mere expectation that 
elections are subject to intense review by scrutineers, parliament, and the public is a powerful incentive 
to ensure that elections are conducted according to the highest standard”. Electronic voting transforms 
transparency and scrutiny and public scepticism of electronic forms of voting must be overcome in 
order to maintain an effective electoral system, and indeed a healthy democracy. 

Whilst Western Australia currently uses electronic means in electoral administration, transparency with 
electronic voting remains problematic given that people cannot directly observe what a computer is 
doing to data in the casting of votes. Transparency can be improved by providing the public with the 
source code, audit reports, and the documentation on the development and testing processes 
(Buckland and Wen 2012, 28). Ultimately, the onus lays with the WAEC to employ appropriate steps to 
foster the faith and confidence of the West Australian public in any voting system. In any case, a new 
system or new mode of voting cannot be introduced if the will of the vast majority of the public does 
not exist. Transparency can be improved by providing the public with a source code, audit reports and 
the documentation on the development and testing processes. Ultimately the onus lays with the WAEC 
to employ appropriate steps to foster the faith and confidence of the West Australian public in any 
voting system. In any case, a new system or new mode of voting cannot be introduced if the will of the 
vast majority of the public does not exist. 

They were a few of the relevant sections of that report that I wanted to refer to, particularly the last section on 
transparency and scrutiny, which is something I want to talk a bit more about. Before I do, I want to touch on 
something that I made reference to in relation to the New South Wales iVote system. As I understand it from 
a media article I have, iVote was implemented in New South Wales at the 2011 general election. That election 
saw 50 000 people use that system for the first time and the state was expecting that number to reach as high as 
200 000 in the March 2015 poll. Obviously, this media article predated its last general election, so I did not get 
the opportunity to identify the number of people using iVote at its last general election, but that was the 
prediction—to see a fourfold increase between the 2011 and 2015 general elections in New South Wales. 
According to this article, the iVote option is available to people who are blind, have a disability, have literacy 
needs or live more than 20 kilometres from a polling place. Largely, that aligns with the proposal in the bill 
before us today, with the exception of the consideration of distance from a polling place. It seems to me that we 
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have done a lot of work with New South Wales on developing our technology-assisted voting system. In fact, it 
is clear to me from the clauses that we have cut and pasted from the New South Wales legislation to a fairly 
large extent. I understand that although the approved procedures are not ready and cannot be tabled or 
considered, they are largely based on the New South Wales experience. The issue that I have raised with the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs behind the Chair is how we can perhaps modernise voting, particularly in regional 
and remote communities, and how we can make small polling places more efficient through the resources 
available to the WA Electoral Commission and also more modern and efficient through the ability for voters in 
those places to access those services. I would have liked us to have considered not only the application of 
technology in voting systems, but also other ways to modernise voting in regional Western Australia. That is 
probably an opportunity missed with this bill, but perhaps the minister in his reply will be able to tell me to what 
extent the government considered — 

Hon Peter Collier: Is this about the number of polling booths? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I was saying that the New South Wales model allows technology-assisted voting 
for people who live more than 20 kilometres from a polling booth; they do not necessarily have to have 
a disability or an impairment. I wondered whether that application was considered in the Western Australian 
context and, if it was not, why it was not. 

Moving on to some of the other aspects of technology-assisted voting, I started my contribution by saying that 
I support the use of technology in voting systems. My concerns about a couple of aspects of the bill go to the 
heart of that. I want to make sure that the community and Parliament have confidence in the move towards 
technology so that it can be expanded beyond this bill, which specifically deals with electors with a disability, 
and can be further used within our democracy into the future. For that to occur, the community and this place 
need to have confidence that that technology is reliable. Although these are probably small steps in that 
direction, they are important ones to prove its application in Western Australia, to prove that the commission is 
capable of following the lead of other states and to ensure that it works and that the integrity of our voting 
processes is protected. 

I first became aware of this bill the week or a few days before it was introduced. I received the standard briefing. 
I raised with the commissioner and staff at the briefing issues about the auditing requirements, in particular 
proposed section 99F in clause 12 of the bill. I want to talk about that proposed section, particularly the auditing 
that comes with technology-assisted voting. From the briefing and the subsequent conversations that I have had, 
I have been able to establish that at least two key or critical audits of technology-assisted voting will take place. 
The advice I have received indicates that the first stage of the audit process will take place when the system is 
first developed. Once the development is completed, the auditor will confirm that the system is working 
correctly without any further changes. A series of test votes will be run, and that is referred to in the proposed 
section. Once those test votes have been counted correctly, the system will go into lockdown until election day, 
and then the first audit report will be presented. That is obviously stage 1 of the audit process. I have been 
advised that in stage 2 of the audit process, when voting is complete after 6.00 pm on election day, or at the close 
of the polls, the auditor will carry out a second audit and will confirm that the votes in the system match all votes 
cast. Once this has been verified, a certificate will be issued that proceeds to counting the votes. 

Under proposed section 99F, there is scope for further audits to be conducted. I think that flexibility is needed, 
especially if an identified issue, breach, claim or allegation needs to be responded to. In that way, further audit 
work can be targeted at a specific or general area of the application of technology-assisted voting. I think those 
two key audits are critical—the test of the system prior to it going live and the test of the system at the close of 
the polls before that information is admitted to the count. I agree with the commissioner that they are the critical 
phases of the technology-assisted voting process. Like Hon Kate Doust, I had some interest in how the audit 
reports will be made known. Obviously, they will need to be timely and should be presented before the 
declaration of the poll and certainly before the return of the writ. Will we be aware of those reports and be able 
to scrutinise them? My understanding from the answers to those questions is that those audits will be published 
on the commission’s website, and that confirmation is welcome. 
The concern that I raised when I first had a briefing on this matter was that proposed section 99F reflects only 
the first of the two critical audit requirements. Obviously, proposed subsection (1) provides that an independent 
auditor must be engaged to conduct audits of the information technology used under the approved procedures, 
which is good. Proposed subsection (2) provides that, without limiting the content of the audit, the independent 
auditor must determine whether test votes cast in accordance with the approved procedures were accurately 
reflected in the corresponding test vote record produced under those procedures. The advice that I received was 
that once the information technology system is developed, it will be tested and then locked down, ready for 
voting to occur. That deals with the first part of the audit process. Proposed subsection (3) provides that the 
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independent auditor may make recommendations to the Electoral Commissioner to reduce or eliminate risks that 
could affect the security, accuracy or secrecy of voting in accordance with the approved procedures. 
When I first sat down with the commissioner and looked at these papers, I articulated at the very first point that 
I felt that the second critical audit process, which will be after the polls, was missing from the bill. Although 
proposed section 99F(2) uses the words “without limiting the content of the audit”, one could argue that it still 
allows the Electoral Commissioner to engage the independent auditor to do that audit following the close of 
polls, but it is not explicit. I made comments previously about instilling confidence in this process. Both parts of 
the auditing process are critical to ensuring the confidence of the community and Parliament that 
technology-assisted voting can work, that it can work securely, that it can work with integrity, and that there is 
scope in the future to facilitate further expansion in the use of technology in Western Australian voting systems. 
I looked in more detail at how the audit process would work, particularly the audit following the casting of votes. 
In my mind, and certainly from the advice I received, that is not an explicit requirement of proposed 
section 99F of the bill. The process explained to me was that the votes would be cast during the election. For 
security reasons, they would be stored in two different databases, using different encryption methodologies. 
I assume two databases, probably hosted in two different places, means there are two different sets of security to 
try to improve the security of that information. A second audit will be conducted on election night. The auditor 
will compare the votes stored in the different databases. If there is an exact match, we can be confident of the 
integrity of those votes; that is, that they have not been manipulated in any way. The auditor is able to 
recommend any enhancements to the system, including a wind-up review of its operation, once the election is 
complete. The auditor will also oversight the opening of the system using keys held by different people. That is 
another built-in security feature to unlock the votes held by the technology-assisted voting system. That is 
paraphrasing the advice that I received. 
Thought has already been given to how that audit process will work. The deficiency that I see in proposed 
section 99F is that it actually does not reflect the second part of the audit process. I think that is important. 
Another important aspect is the requirement for the Electoral Commissioner to publish those audit reports on his 
website within a suitable time frame. I have taken issue with other bills before this house when assurances have 
been given by ministers, whether through second reading speeches or through consideration in detail. They 
might refer to what regulations or, in this case, approved procedures may or may not look like and how they 
might address some of these concerns. The reality is if this bill passes as it stands, the only requirement on the 
commissioner will be to engage an auditor and to conduct an audit of the system prior to voting. From my 
interpretation of what has been presented, that is the only requirement. As far as I am aware, that has not been 
disputed in the conversations that I have had. I note that proposed section 99F(2) allows further audits to be 
taken but does not require them to be taken. They are key parts that need to be considered. 
I mentioned earlier that this is largely a copy and paste from the New South Wales system. When I looked at 
New South Wales’ Parliamentary Electorates and Elections Act 1912, the section used in relation to independent 
auditing is almost word perfect. A section in the New South Wales act is missing from the proposed section in 
the Western Australian bill before us. The audit in New South Wales is required to be complete at least seven 
days before voting commences in each Assembly general election, and within 60 days after the return of the 
writs for each Assembly general election. I do not necessarily agree with that. I am pointing out that there is 
a noticeable difference between the New South Wales auditing requirements and the proposed auditing 
requirements in Western Australia. It requires that an audit be conducted and the result provided to the 
commissioner within 60 days after the return of the writ. The return of the writ is usually a month or so after 
polling day, and then this is a requirement, 60 days after that, to provide the audit report. That is at least 
three months down the track from polling day. I would have thought that the audit of these types of systems 
would need to be much more timely than that provided for in the New South Wales legislation. One would 
preferably like a problem to be identified before the declaration of the poll, but most certainly before the return 
of the writ, so that there is a greater level of flexibility to deal with whether those votes are accepted or not 
accepted, as opposed to once the writ is returned, when it would be a matter of heading to the Court of Disputed 
Returns to challenge the election of members to the Legislative Assembly or the Legislative Council. That matter 
concerns me. I support the use of technology in voting. I think this is an important step, but we need to make 
sure that this step is done right. I read some information from New South Wales that identified—I am not sure 
whether I have that information with me tonight—a number of irregularities in its first crack at technology 
voting. It was a small number; I think 43 was the number I read. New South Wales took steps to address that 
heading into the general election in early 2015. I have not had the opportunity to examine the 2015 general 
election, such as how many votes were cast and whether the audit reports identified any issues relating to the 
second go at technology-assisted voting in that jurisdiction. 
Governments around Australia, and indeed around the world—probably governments are not alone—do not have 
a great track record in IT security. Making some observations around the Australian context, in the last few years 
the server network crashed in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet after a shark cull email campaign by 
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one of the activist–lobbyist groups in the state. That obviously caused a whole heap of grief, if I remember 
correctly. They were able to crash DPC servers by sending a heap of emails all at once. It was not anything too 
malicious; they sent a bunch of emails in and crashed the server. I think at the time Western Australia had some 
fairly major emergencies; fires were occurring around the state. DPC was playing an active coordination role in 
that and it lost its email servers for a period. 
I read a media article in the last year or two about a breach of IT security at the Australian Parliament. That 
breach went undetected for about 12 months and was suspected from an international source. For those who may 
not be aware, IT security at the Australian Parliament is largely provided by the Australian Signals Directorate 
within the Department of Defence. It has some of the best security systems in the country. Despite that, a breach 
of its IT systems went undetected for nearly 12 months. 
We saw the effect of an IT breach in our own Parliament recently. That rendered many of our systems 
inaccessible. Those breaches may not have corrupted or accessed any data. I do not know what happened in the 
case of the WA Parliament, but it certainly rendered those systems useless for a period. They are issues that need 
to be considered as part of an audit report of our systems to ensure that those systems will be available when we 
need them. Also, it ensures that we can detect breaches and obviously respond to and understand, if a breach has 
occurred, to what extent data may have been corrupted. In the last few weeks the Department of Transport’s 
systems were affected by IT breaches. I have less information about that, but I saw a media report about the 
issues facing that department’s IT systems. They are some of the issues that I have. They were largely related to 
the auditing requirements of technology-assisted voting. They were not dissimilar to some of the concerns 
expressed by Hon Kate Doust during her contribution. Although she articulated that she was anticipating 
a response from the minister, she was relatively comfortable with the approach. I think we need to give this some 
further thought. I look forward to the minister’s response to the house addressing some of those concerns. I have 
been speaking to the minister and the commissioner, and I thank them for their time listening to and considering 
the concerns I have about this clause. What I have proposed to them is not, I think, any different from what they 
intend to do themselves, whether through the approved procedures for the number of audits and the way those 
audits are undertaken, or the publishing of those audits. I feel that particularly the first of those two issues, which 
is the requirement to undertake at least those two core audits, should be contained in this bill. If there was 
anything I learnt from attending the statutory interpretation workshop that was recently made available to 
members, it was that if something is not written into the bill it will not be enforceable. To some extent, 
commitments can be made during second reading debates or during the committee stage of the bill but, as 
I expressed to the Electoral Commissioner, I may have confidence in him and in the minister of the day in 
dealing with this matter in that way, but that may not be the view of future ministers or future 
Electoral Commissioners. This issue is too important not to get this matter right, because I want to see 
technology voting work in this state. There is a real benefit to be considered in regional areas, and for those 
voters with some sort of disability or impairment, which is where this bill is currently targeted. I will conclude 
my contribution there, and I look forward to the response from the minister. 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [6.12 pm]: The Greens will support the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. We think it is a good piece of legislation that is very progressive in a number of 
ways. We have a few concerns, and I will articulate those, and hopefully the minister will be able to address 
them in his second reading response, without the necessity of going into committee. This bill amends the 
Electoral Act 1907. It contains provisions that aim to improve and modernise electoral administration processes 
for electors with disabilities, political parties and candidates. There are a couple of things I will touch on in that 
context as I progress. The bill aims to provide independence to electors with disabilities, and although the bill is 
a very positive step for democracy, it would be good to see how the Western Australian Electoral Commission, 
the minister and the department are improving the act to capture the votes of Aboriginal people, who in 
a democracy should be afforded the same ability to vote. At this point, I want to thank the minister’s advisers 
and the commissioner, who presented to us on these matters. 
One of the first issues I want to talk about is how, under clauses 6, 7, 8 and 9, we will direct enrolment, 
notwithstanding the fact that we will be following the federal system, which will increase the number of voters. 
How will we ensure that those transitional voters who move from community to community will be adequately 
caught by the process? One of the reasons—I have raised this specifically with the minister, and I think he might 
understand this—is that there is a lot of movement between Aboriginal communities, of people from, say, the 
Martu lands to Balgo, or Balgo to Wunan or wherever. People move around. One of the problems we have had in 
the past is that quite often they are on the electoral roll under a name that is quite often a skin name—
Jandamarra, Jackamarra, or whatever—and the name of a place. That name is quite often used multiple times by 
many people. One of the problems in the past has been—I have seen this in polling places myself—that an 
Aboriginal person goes in and says, “I’m Jimmy Jackamarra from wherever”, and the official says, “You’re not 
on the roll here. We have got a whole lot of Jimmy Jackamarras here, which one are you?” It then gets very 
confusing. I remember standing at a polling booth with Hon Peter Foss many years ago, and we were debating 
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this issue. How do we actually afford Indigenous people their rights, when they find it very difficult to identify 
with a place on the electoral roll and/or the name, which may be similar? I had many discussions with 
Peter around that issue, and on photo identification and all sorts of out-there ideas, but it was still something that 
was raised as a significant issue at that time. 

The other thing that has recently cropped up that I found interesting is that, in visiting a number of remote 
communities, I found out that many youth of voting age were not enrolled with Centrelink, and were not picked 
up in that process. They were still in the communities, but not receiving an income—receiving sit-down money 
or whatever—and were being subsidised by parents in that community. I think in one small community we found 
around nine people who actually had not enrolled with Centrelink. They had gone through their schooling, come 
out the other side, and had never entered the system. The system that we talk about here will pick them up if they 
appear on a system somewhere and put them on the roll, but there are some people who just will not get onto that 
system or the roll. I would be interested to know whether any thought has been given to those issues in this 
process. 

These amendments will ensure that when electors are directly enrolled by the commonwealth, they will also be 
directly enrolled in this state. Currently, for the state electoral roll, the elector is required to fill out an enrolment 
form. I think, if I remember rightly from the briefing, a significant number of people will suddenly end up 
finding themselves on the state roll as a result of the Australian Electoral Commission directly enrolling people, 
and just getting those names transferred over to the state. The Australian Electoral Commission has been doing 
that since 2012. One of the issues that had cropped up in the past—I was advised that this is no longer 
a problem—was that if the validity of where somebody lived was doubted, the person could be removed from the 
roll on third-party evidence. That, I understand, has now been stopped, which is been very good for Indigenous 
people because quite often what used to happen was that a letter would be written out, and if the person did not 
reply, somebody could go to the AEC and say, “I don’t think Jimmy is there any longer”, and he was taken off 
the roll until he could put himself back on. I understand that is no longer the case. 

The current process is that agencies such as the Australian Taxation Office and Centrelink provide information 
about constituents, and that then puts them on the electoral roll. Once the AEC receives this information from 
government agencies, it communicates with the elector, informing them either that they have been added to the 
electoral roll or that their enrolment details have been updated. The elector does not need to reply to this 
communication if the details are correct. If the details are incorrect, the elector has 28 days to respond to the 
AEC. Part of the problem here is that, in many cases, we write to a post box in South Hedland, for example, for 
somebody who was last recorded living at Punmu, Balgo or one of those places, and because there is no 
response, and there is no need for a response, we actually do not know whether that person is still there, because 
the ability for this person to respond to the AEC within 28 days if that enrolment was incorrect in many cases 
will not happen, in the very same manner in which currently fine defaulters are sent a general letter, and virtually 
never get it, so we end up with a situation there. It becomes an issue, in my view, for remote Indigenous 
communities. 

I want to talk a bit about clause 17, which deals with technology-assisted voting. 

Debate adjourned pursuant to temporary orders. 
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