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AEC Response 

3.2.  The AEC would like to clarify that the ballot papers mixed in with the 
Division of Melbourne’s Moonee Ponds pre-poll voting centre count were 
from not just from the Division of Maribyrnong (1000 ballots) but also from 
the Division of Wills (437 ballots).   

3.3.  Votes cast were proportionally allocated to the Divisions of Wills and 
Maribyrnong. To determine how the ballot papers would be divided, 
proportions were derived from how Moonee Ponds pre-poll voters voted for 
the three major parties in the House of Representatives. This was then 
applied to the Senate ballots involved.  

3.4.  The AEC has not qualified the published figures on the AEC’s website but 
is reviewing the policy in relation to this. 

3.5.  The Election Procedures Manual does not contain troubleshooting 
information for situations where ballot papers are taken to the wrong 
divisional scrutiny centre. Part 13, subpart 2, item 7 provides information 
on discrepancies DROs have historically faced but it does not provide 
specific guidance on errors such as this. The AEC is developing new 
protocols and procedures which address the logistical complexities 
involved with the use of multi-divisional scrutiny centres. 

 

4. Mislabelling of Lilydale PPVC Senate vote parcel 

4.1.  On page seven of the transcript, the Chair requested information regarding 
the mislabelling of a senate vote parcel from Lilydale PPVC. 

 
Mr Pope: There were approximately 770 Senate ballot papers there that were not 

included. So, again, our checks and balances identified that the numbers were out 

much more than they should have been. All the paperwork and all the boxes were 

checked. Effectively, the bundle of ballot papers with the Lilydale pre-poll voting 

centre sorting sheet was located in a box labelled 'Doncaster East pre-poll voting 

centre'. Effectively what we have got here are votes taken from the Lilydale pre-poll 

voting centre being mislabelled as Doncaster East, and it took us a couple of days to 

identify that they had been missing.  

 

CHAIR: Where would they have been mislabelled—in Lilydale? I can picture this 

very well, as you can imagine, standing outside that pre-poll centre. It is a very busy 

pre-poll centre, with people coming and voting. Were these Senate votes mislabelled 

there? I presume they must have been mislabelled.  

 

Mr Pope: I am thinking it most likely happened at fresh scrutiny.  

 
CHAIR: Would you be able to tell us? That was a pre-poll that was only taking Casey 

votes, as distinct from the one at Ringwood, which was taking Deakin and Casey. If 

you were voting in Lilydale, unless you were making a declaration vote—would you 

be able to come back to us on that?  

 
Mr Pope: I will find out. 

 
AEC Response 
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Responses to questions on notice from JSCEM Public Hearing held in 
Brisbane on 8 May 2014 
 

1. Number of ballot papers not initialled in the Division of Fairfax and 
nationally 

1.1.  On page six of the transcript of 8 May 2014, Mr Griffin requested 
information regarding the number of ballot paper that were not initialled in 
the Division of Fairfax. Additionally, on page six of the transcript, Senator 
MacDonald requested statistics outlining the number of ballot papers cast 
nationwide that were not initialled. 

 
Mr GRIFFIN: […] what I am concerned about is the issue of authentication, that if 

you copy a ballot paper, at the end of the day you should still be in a situation where 

the responsible polling clerk initials the ballot as verification of a process which is part 

of an election. What was said to me, and I have no idea whether it is true, which is why 

I am asking, is that there were some hundreds, allegedly, of ballot papers which were 

not initialled. As I said, I can understand how that could happened—one here, one 

there—in the tumult of conducting a ballot on a day, but I am interested to know how 

many, whether there has been an attempt to ascertain how many and what explanation 

there might be if in fact there is a significant number.  

 
Ms Bright: We would have to take that question on notice, Deputy Chair. 

[…] 

 

Senator IAN MACDONALD: Mr Kitson, if it is a relatively easy task, perhaps you 

could give us a comment about the same issue Australia wide. Do you have statistics 

such that you can press a button and say that in each electorate there were, say, 55 that 

did not have signatures?  

 

Mr Kitson: I doubt that there is a button that we could press. I am sure we could 

conduct some form of research that might establish that question, but it may well be a 

very intensive exercise. So perhaps I could take that on notice. 

 

AEC Response 

1.2.  As the AEC noted in its primary submission and subsequent public 
hearings, the level of scrutiny associated with the initial count and re-count 
in the Division of Fairfax was unprecedented. The vast majority of disputed 
ballot papers were scrutinised for authenticity on multiple occasions; 
resulting in over 102 000 determinations being made personally by the 
Divisional Returning Officer (DRO) for Fairfax and the Australian Electoral 
Officer (AEO) Queensland (noting there were almost 90 000 ballots cast). 

1.3. Determinations on ballot papers that were challenged by scrutineers during 
the initial distribution of preferences were made by the DRO for Fairfax.  
The scrutineers’ challenges appeared to be largely independent of whether 
the ballot papers were initialled. Officers from the AEC’s Legal and 
Compliance Branch at the counting centre in Maroochydore, including the 
Chief Legal Officer, observed that almost all of the ballot papers that were 
challenged had been initialled. 

1.4. During the recount the DRO for Fairfax made determinations on 50 099 
(56.2 per cent) ballot papers. Where the ruling was accepted by all 
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scrutineers, the ballot papers were returned to the count. Ballot papers still 
in dispute were parcelled and forwarded to the AEO Queensland for 
determination. 

1.5. The AEO Queensland made determinations on 43 942 (49.3 per cent) 
ballot papers. Regular updates of the number of ballot papers for each 
polling place being challenged, and ruled on were published to the AEC’s 
website. 

1.6. The determination of the total number of un-initialled ballot papers included 
in the scrutiny for the election in the Division of Fairfax, or for the whole 
country, is not available through the current systems and would require a 
prohibitive manual process, involving a physical re-examination of all ballot 
papers cast, to determine.  

 

2. Number of ballot papers photocopied in the Doomadgee community 

2.1. On page 13 of the transcript, Senator MacDonald requested the number of 
photocopied ballot papers used in the Doomadgee community. 

 
Senator IAN MACDONALD: I would like you on notice to tell me how many 

photocopies there have been in Doomadgee over the last three or four elections.   

 

Mr Fraser: I will endeavour to find that out.  

 

Senator IAN MACDONALD: My impression is that they are there. Could I get you 

to double-check the information you have just given me, because I was there when we 

looked on the day after the election. We were actually shown a booklet of what I took 

to be—now, you may have an explanation—and what was told to me at the time were 

regular votes in Doomadgee which had not been used. Hence my very great interest in 

why there were photocopies when there were ballot papers still available.  

 
Mr Fraser: Certainly.  

 

Senator IAN MACDONALD: This was done two days after the election. I ask that 

you double-check that.  

 
Mr Fraser: Absolutely. 

 
AEC Response 

2.2.  For the 2004, 2007 and 2010 federal elections there were no ballot papers 
photocopied for the Doomadgee polling place. For the 2013 election there 
were 30 ballot papers photocopied at the Doomadgee polling place.  

2.3. For the 2013 federal election the Doomadgee polling place was issued with 
400 ordinary Division of Kennedy ballot papers, 25 open ordinary House of 
Representative ballot papers (open ballot papers are House of 
Representative ballot papers where there are no candidates listed on the 
ballot paper and is to be filled in by a polling official) and one Queensland 
declaration ballot paper pack (which contained 10 Division of Kennedy 
ballot papers). 

2.4. The Doomadgee polling place issued a total of 417 Division of Kennedy 
votes. When the polling officials had nearly exhausted the 400 ordinary 
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Division of Kennedy ballot papers with which they were issued, they 
photocopied an additional 30 ballot papers to avoid the risk of transcription 
errors which can occur when manually completing blank ballot papers.  

 

3. Number of days Indigenous Electoral Participation Program (IEPP) staff 
spent in the Division of Kennedy and in the city of Mt Isa 

3.1.  On page 15 of the transcript, Senator Faulkner requested the number of 
days IEPP staff had spent in Kennedy and Mt Isa since 1 January 2013. 

 
Senator FAULKNER: I do not want to cut across Senator Macdonald or Mr Griffin's 

question. Could you to take on notice the number of staff days of the three staff in the 

IEPP in relation to two things: the number of staff days in the 18 months—take it from 

1 January 2013—spent in Kennedy and the number of staff days spent in Mt Isa. I do 

not you to waste time on that but, to try and cut to the chase, I think it would be useful, 

given the other evidence we have, for us to understand that. 

AEC Response 

3.2.  From 1 January until 20 May 2014, IEPP staff spent a total of 57 days in 
the Division of Kennedy. The corresponding total of days spent in Mount 
Isa during the same period was 39. The IEPP staff spent 18 days in the 
communities of Yarrabah, Innisfail, Gordonvale, Mareeba and Tablelands, 
Doomadgee, Mornington Island and Burketown. 

 

4. Number of Queenslanders fined for failing to vote at the 2010 federal 
election 

4.1.  On page 15 of the transcript, Mr Griffin requested information on the 
number of individuals penalised in Queensland for failing to vote at the 
2010 federal election by Division. Senator Faulkner followed with a request 
for a distinction to be made between the number of individuals contacted 
for failing to vote and those actually penalised. 

 
Mr GRIFFIN: I am interested in getting any statistics that you might have—this 

might well be on notice—around the issue of the number of people fined in 

Queensland at the 2010 election. I know you will not have processed the 2013 situation 

yet. If you can answer any of this now it would be great. I would like figures for the 

number of people fined through Queensland with respect to the 2010 election—  

 

Senator FAULKNER: By electorate.  

 

Mr GRIFFIN: If it is possible to have it by electorate that would be very useful.  

 

Ms Bright: We will take that on notice.  

 
Senator FAULKNER: There are two elements to this aren't there? There are the 

actual fines and contact about fines. The subset would help. Contact regarding fines 

and then the actual fines, they are obviously very different statistics. 

 
AEC Response 
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c) What action was taken relating to the official(s) responsible? 

 
Mr GRIFFIN: So the dec vote envelope only ended up having the House of 

Representatives ballot paper in it, and the Senate ballot paper was lodged like it was a 

normal, ordinary vote. What happened to the official responsible?  

[…] 

Was this all at one booth?  

[…] 

 

Mr Kitson: We will endeavour to break those details down and provide them to the 

committee.  

 
Mr GRIFFIN: The point I would make is that if this was happening across more than one 

polling booth then that raises other issues in general terms around the question of the level 

of training et cetera. If it was at one polling booth, then all the individuals involved, 

including the officer in charge, need to be dealt with. 

 

AEC Response 
 
Affected polling booths 

2.2.  The affected polling places, where Senate ballots issued as declaration 
votes but counted as Ordinary votes were: 

 

 Gawler East in the Division of Wakefield (involving 92 Senate ballot 
papers); and 

 Walkerville in the Division of Adelaide (involving 224 Senate ballot 
papers). 

 

2.3.  At the JSCEM hearing in Adelaide the AEC had claimed this incident also 
included 15 Senate ballot papers in the Birdwood polling place in the 
Division of Mayo.  This alleged incident was misreported; the incident did 
not occur and therefore the total number of Senate ballot papers issued as 
declaration votes but counted as ordinary votes in SA was 316, and not 
331. 

 

Gawler East Polling Place - circumstances leading to the error  

2.4.  AEC records show that the Officer in Charge (OIC) and the two 
Declaration Vote Issuing Officers (DVIO) attended the relevant face-to-face 
training and each completed their online training.  

2.5.  During the setup of the polling place two ballot boxes were put on tables 
for the DVIO to put the declaration envelopes with completed ballot papers 
into once the elector had cast their declaration vote.   

2.6.  The OIC advises that during set up, the headers were put on the ballot 
boxes and there was one for the House of Representatives and one for the 
Senate.  

2.7. According to the OIC’s return a staff briefing was held before the polling 
place opened at 8am and included a reminder to the DVIOs to “advise 
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electors to return completed ballot papers for insertion in the declaration 
vote envelope”. 

2.8.  The OIC’s checklist for polling day confirms that the OIC completed three 
checks of the DVIO’s operations at 8am, 10am and 1pm on polling day. 

2.9.  Despite this, the two DVIOs placed the House of Representatives ballot 
papers in the declaration envelopes and placed the envelopes in the ballot 
box on the declaration vote table, which had a House of Representatives 
header, and placed the Senate ballot papers in the other ballot box with the 
Senate header. This incorrect practice happened throughout the entire day. 

2.10. The OIC has advised that at the conclusion of polling the DVIO 
“balanced and gave me the figures and then went to count ballot papers.  
The Senate ballot papers were added into the total count.”   

2.11. Later on polling night, after completing the count of the House of 
Representatives and Senate ballot papers, it became apparent to the OIC 
that the ordinary House of Representatives and ordinary Senate ballot 
paper total figures did not balance.   

2.12. The OIC conducted a further count that delivered the same result. It 
was then that the OIC discovered that the declaration Senate ballot papers 
were included in the ordinary Senate count.   

2.13. The OIC completed a report, placed it with the declaration 
envelopes, and made a short note in the OIC return. 

Walkerville Polling Place - circumstances leading to the error   

2.14. AEC records show that the OIC attended the relevant face-to-face 
training and completed the ‘Issuing Declaration Votes’ online training 
module. The DVIOs only partially completed all aspects of the required 
training modules.  

2.15. It appears that during the setup of the polling place two ballot boxes 
were put on tables for the DVIOs to put the declaration envelopes with 
completed ballot papers into once the elector had cast their declaration 
ballot papers.    

2.16. According to the OIC’s return, a staff briefing was held before the 
polling place opened at 8am and included a reminder to the DVIOs to 
“advise electors to return completed ballot papers for insertion in the 
declaration vote envelope”. 

2.17. The OIC’s checklist for polling day confirms that the OIC completed 
three checks of the declaration issuing officers operations at 8am, 10am 
and 1pm on polling day. 

2.18. Despite this, the two DVIOs put the House of Representatives of 
Representatives ballot papers in the declaration vote envelopes and placed 
the envelopes in the ballot box on the declaration vote table. The loose 
Senate ballot papers were placed in another ballot box. This incorrect 
practice happened throughout the entire day. 

2.19. The OIC was unaware that this incorrect process was being applied.  
This officer was a first time OIC and clearly did not fully comprehend the 
requirement for reconciling and balancing between House of 
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Representative votes and Senate votes issued at the polling place.  Had 
this happened the error would have been picked up at the conclusion of the 
count on polling day. 

2.20. The DRO first became aware on the Sunday or Monday after 
election day when staff were preparing for the declaration vote exchange.  
The apparent lack of thickness of completed declaration envelopes from 
this polling place provided a strong indication that Senate ballot papers 
were not sealed in the envelope. This was discovered within the first two 
days post polling day during the declaration vote exchange process. 

Action taken relating to the official(s) responsible 

2.21. Whilst the AEC cannot make public comment on identifiable 
individual’s performance of their duties, it is AEC practice to consider past 
performance when considering subsequent employment. 

2.22. No direct and immediate action could be taken in relation to the 
officers responsible as they only worked for the AEC on polling day and the 
error was not discovered by the relevant DRO until post polling day.  

 
 
 

3. Referrals of apparent multiple voting in South Australia to the Australian 
Federal Police (AFP)  

3.1.  On page six of the transcript, Mr Griffin sought a comparison of apparent 
instances of multiple voting in South Australia that were referred to the AFP 
for the 2010 and 2013 federal elections.  

 
Ms Witham: Thank you. In the 2013 federal election, 2,028 electors appear to have 

voted more than once. There were 1,800 for 2010; so it was a slight increase on that. 

Only three of these electors appear to have voted more than twice, and all three appear 

to have voted three times. After investigation, a total of 403 electors were referred to 

the AFP from South Australia.  

 

CHAIR: That correlates with the evidence the commissioner gave in Senate estimates.  

 

Mr GRIFFIN: How does that compare to referrals to the AFP after the 2010 election?  

 

Ms Witham: I will take that on notice. 

  
AEC Response 

3.2.  Following the 2013 federal election, details of 403 electors from South 
Australia were provided to the AEC National Office for consideration for 
referral to the AFP, compared to one such referral following the 2010 
federal election. 

3.3. This increase is a result of the AEC’s revised approach to address 
instances of multiple voting as articulated by the Acting Electoral 
Commissioner most recently at Senate Estimates on 29 May 2014. The 
AEC has implemented a new way of working with the Australian Federal 
Police (AFP) whereby the AEC has provided the AFP with all cases from 
the 2013 federal election where an elector admitted multiple voting and all 
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cases where the elector has not responded, or provided adequate 
evidence, to confirm official error as the cause of the marks.   

 

4. Enrolled electors under the age of 18 receiving political material  

4.1.  On page 12 of the transcript, Senator Xenophon seeks clarification as to 
whether enrolled electors under the age of 18 could be separated out from 
roll information provided to candidates or political parties so as to ensure 
minors do not receive political material.  

 
Senator XENOPHON: That is a complaint I have had from constituents; they say 

they do not like their kids getting this material. So I just want to ask: could they be 

excluded from the roll, or could there be a separate roll in respect of that, logistically?  

 

Ms Witham: I guess it is over to the recipients of the data. We provide the roll data 

that includes date of birth. As to how members of parliament are using that data—I 

assume that, yes, they could—  

 

Senator XENOPHON: So presumably the data could be disaggregated so that the 

material only went to adults?  

 

Mr Kitson: May I add some comment there? I think it would be possible to 

disaggregate it. It would require quite a separate roll product delivery to the members 

of parliament to whom we provide that service. I am sure it is technically feasible, but I 

would hesitate to commit to saying that it would be something we could—  

 

Senator XENOPHON: Could you take that on notice, because that way I can respond 

to my constituents.  

 
AEC Response 

4.2.  The AEC provides information contained on the Commonwealth electoral 
Rolls and certified lists of voters in accordance with section 90B of the 
Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918 (the ‘Electoral Act’). 

4.3. The information contained on the Commonwealth electoral Rolls must be 
provided on an ongoing basis by the AEC to registered political parties, 
Senators and Members. This information is provided electronically in the 
Elector Information Access System (ELIAS). The ELIAS is a set of discs 
containing the relevant Roll data and an interface to allow access to this 
data. This data includes all electors on the relevant Roll, including 
individuals who are 16 and 17 years old. Date of birth is included and the 
data can be sorted, as well as exported (e.g. in to political party information 
systems).  

4.4. Political parties can manipulate this data to generate their own products 
that may be fit for their purposes. The AEC has no control over what 
political parties send to voters. It is possible that mail was sent to 16 and 
17 year olds who enrolled because a political party did not filter the data to 
exclude this group.  

4.5. Also in accordance with circumstances specified in section 90B a Senator, 
Member or candidate for a House of Representatives election receives 
copies of certified lists of voters. The certified list of voters can be provided 
on paper or in electronic format. It includes only individuals who will be 
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6.14. Products tailored to remote indigenous audiences were developed to 
support key messaging of enrolment, voting and formality. These included 
‘Let’s Talk Voting Business’ and ‘Making Your Vote Count’ brochures and 
posters, which were suitable for a low literacy audience and designed to 
meet the style preferences of remote Indigenous electors.   

6.15. To address high informality rates materials in language were 
developed, including a DVD for twelve key language groups across the NT. 
An easy English version was utilised for other communities. Remote Voter 
teams were supplied with a television and tablet to screen the information 
to electors before/during their entry to the polling booth.  

6.16. In addition, the Voter Information Officer program, trialled nationally, 
was rolled out across remote NT.  These were paid, casual positions, 
recruited from the community, provided assistance to AEC polling teams to 
find electors on the roll, formality assistance to electors, often in language, 
reminding voters when polling was occurring in their community and, when 
requested, assistance at the voting screen.  

6.17. Polling schedules were redesigned and flexibility was built in to 
enable the AEC to be responsive to changes in community circumstances. 
Community and stakeholder recommendations about the best day and time 
for polling were taken into account in targeted communities. The length of 
time spent in communities was increased proportionate to the number of 
electors. This enabled electors more time to balance work, family and 
cultural commitments with the need to vote.  

6.18. Delivery of the entire model, specifically work health and safety 
concerns and ensuring the provision of a culturally appropriate service, 
was supported by the AEC’s collaborative partnerships with other federal 
government agencies  

6.19. A formal collaborative partnership with DHS was developed. 
Beginning with enrolment drives and roll management activities it 
culminated in partnering with DHS to deliver voting services for the 
election. The agreement provided staff for the RAMP Teams, logistics 
management support and equipment, including the use of four wheel drive 
vehicles with safety equipment including: satellite navigation, satellite 
tracking devices, satellite phones and emergency beacons.  Each RAMP 
Team consisted of two DHS frontline remote service delivery staff 
members, one of whom was Indigenous, supported by an AEC Technical 
Services Officer.  The partnership aimed to minimise the remote health and 
safety risks and ensure the delivery of culturally appropriate services to 
Indigenous electors.  

6.20. The partnership with FaHCSIA was informal in nature and involved 
an agreement to assist with marketing AEC messages, ensuring AEC 
electoral posters were up in communities and connecting with key 
community stakeholders so information could be fed back to AEC NT 
office. 

6.21. A formal partnership with several shires across the NT was also 
developed to assist in filling some Voter Information Officer roles. The 
arrangements provided Voter Information Officers who had experience in 
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7.1.  On page 39 of the transcript, the Chair sought further information relating 
to the number and type of vehicles used to transport ballot papers in Port 
Lincoln.  

 
CHAIR: Some of this you will have to take it on notice, but we would be very 

interested to know how many vehicles there were and whether they were closed 

vehicles… 
 
AEC Response 
 

7.2. One vehicle was used to transport ballot papers from Port Lincoln to Port 
Augusta.  The vehicle used was a Mercedes Sprinter Van, which is fully 
enclosed. 
 

8. Officer in Charge (OIC) turnover rate in Western Australia 
 
8.1. On page 44 of the transcript, Senator Tillem sought information regarding 

the turnover rate of Officers in Charge (OICs) in Western Australia.  
 

Senator TILLEM: Staff turnover—I will get to a certain point and you will 

understand line of questioning—is about 50 per cent. Of that turnover, what percentage 

of them are the OICs?  

 
Ms Mitchell: I am sorry, Senator, I would have to take that on notice… 

 
AEC Response 
 

8.2.  The following information relates to polling official turnover in Western 
Australia for the 2013 federal election: 

a) 47 per cent of all polling officials employed at the 2013 federal 
election were employed at the 2010 federal election. 

b) 58 per cent of OICs employed at the 2013 federal election were 
employed as OICs at the 2010 federal election. 

c) 8 per cent of people employed for the 2010 federal election, but 
not employed at the 2013 federal election were OICs. 

 
8.3. The following information relates to polling official turnover in Western 

Australia for the 2014 Western Australian Senate election: 
a) 59 per cent of all polling officials at the 2014 Western Australia 

Senate election were employed at the 2013 federal election. 
b) 68 per cent of OICs employed at the 2014 Western Australian 

Senate election were employed as OICs at the 2013 federal 
election.  

c) 8 per cent of people employed for the 2013 federal election, but 
not employed at the 2014 Western Australian Senate election 
were OICs. 

 
8.4. These figures are direct comparisons between the 2010, 2013 and 2014 

elections for only staff that worked in Western Australia.  It does not include 
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or make comparisons between staff that have worked in other states. Staff 
may have worked in multiple roles at one or more election. 

 
9. Reasoning for determining how ballot papers are transported to a 

scrutiny centre 

9.1. On page 11 of the transcript, Senator Tillem sought information on how 

transportation methods of ballot papers were determined. 

Senator TILLEM: How do you decide—and I presume it is a decentralised decision 

on a state by state basis—what metrics do you use to determine whether you fly or 

drive ballot papers to the central point?  

… 

Ms Witham: I will. It does not happen in all country papers—if I could take that on 

notice. 

AEC Response 
 

9.2. Ot page 16 of the transcript, the following answer was provided: 

CHAIR: Have we got an update for Senator Tillem?  

 
Ms Witham: The threshold in terms of whether it is by air or by road is really around 

how quickly we can get the votes back to the office of the DRO ready for counting 

and, in particular, ready for the declaration of vote exchange, which happens on the 

Wednesday after polling day. So that is a judgement around that. In South Australia, 

across all divisions, the transportation of ballot papers is by road—with the exception 

of Grey, where a run is done by plane.  

 
Senator TILLEM: Could you table that document for us?  

 

9.3. There are procedures relating to the receipt of election material after an 

election however no documents explicitly set out the matrix or threshold 

used to determine whether ballot papers are transported via road or air in 

SA. As provided in the verbal response the key consideration, or threshold, 

is how quickly votes can be returned for the DRO for inclusion in the 

scrutiny and the declaration vote exchange. 

9.4. This is one example of the range of ordinary decisions that are taken by an 

operational agency in the course of its normal business that require an 

assessment of risk, efficiency, cost effectiveness, and availability of 

resources. The responsibility and accountability for the outcome of these 

decisions rest with the State Managers, and they exercise their judgement 

cognisant of the above issues and other relevant factors.  

 

10. Provision of information to candidates after 50 ballot papers were lost in 

Port Lincoln 
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10.1. On page 16 of the transcript, the Chair sought information on 

whether the local member or any candidates were informed of the loss of 

50 ballot papers in Port Lincoln. 

CHAIR: I want to go back to the 50 lost votes in Port Lincoln—and you pointed out 

that the AEC had mentioned this in the submission. I just want to be very clear in terms 

of the public discourse. At the time the votes were lost, who was informed—the local 

member and all the candidates in the count?  

 

Ms Witham: I would have to take that part on notice. 

10.2.  At page 40 of the transcript, a verbal response was provided to the 

JSCEM. 

Mr Kitson: … It would appear that the candidates and none of the contestants were 

advised. Our internal chains of command advised jobs managers, officers in charge, 

the director of operations and the state manager. Certainly, that information would 

have been known within the AEC. But it is apparent to me at this point, that at no stage 

were any of the candidates, or other contestants or scrutineers alerted to the fact that 

this discrepancy had occurred. 
 

10.3. AEC policy or procedure does not mandate that candidates are to be 

informed of every ballot paper discrepancy. However, it is the AEC’s 

general practice to keep candidates informed of progress of the count and 

any important issues arising. 

 

10.4. The AEC will re-examine its policy materials to determine how this 

expectation can best be reflected in policy and Returning Officer guidance 

materials. 
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Summary Evaluation Polling Official Training 
 

1. Polling Official Training Evaluation 
 

1.1. On page 25 of the transcript, from the public hearing on 6 February 2014 
the Acting Electoral Commissioner undertook to provide the JSCEM with 
a copy of the training evaluation upon completion.  

 
Mr Rogers: I do not think we have completed our evaluation of the training we 

provided for the last election, but we are doing that evaluation at the moment. I am also 

happy to provide that when we complete that evaluation. 
 
AEC Response 
 

1.2. The Executive Summary of the Evaluation Polling Official Training 
demonstrates the AEC’s commitment to enhancing the learning and 
development framework for all AEC staff. 

 
1.3. The Acting Electoral Commissioner reiterated to JSCEM at page 14 of 

the Hansard of the 12 March 2014 public hearing:  
 

Mr Rogers: I think the second part of that is a much longer term issue about how we 

do our learning and development more broadly within our agency... We have just 

started developing a blueprint for learning and development… That will be a base level 

for a new learning and development system for the AEC which is more modern and 

also helps us address some of these cultural issues that were raised by Mr Keelty.  Part 

of that must include in the long term a linked performance management system. We 

have a performance management system at the moment, but when you rebuild a 

learning and development structure you also need to examine the performance 

management process. We are going to be spending a lot of time in the long term 

looking at that very issue.  

 
1.4. The evaluation process was the most methodical and comprehensive 

review of polling official training undertaken at the AEC and its 
qualitative and quantitative findings are directly informing the AEC’s 
approach to training of staff into the future.   

 
1.5. The Executive Summary of the Summary Evaluation Polling Official 

Training Report immediately follows.  
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Evaluation Report 2013 FE 
Polling Official Training  

Online Learning and Face to Face Workshops 

June 2014 

Executive Summary 

In late 2013, the Learning and Development (L&D) Team developed a comprehensive and robust 

evaluation strategy which was implemented to analyse the training provided to Polling Officials 

across the 2013 federal election. Results will not only feed into a continuous improvement 

framework but will also be used for long-term trend analysis to cross compare future training 

events, whether operational or corporate.  

The evaluation considers results across both the Home Based Training (Online Learning delivered 

through the AEC’s Election Training System [ETS]) and the Face to Face (F2F) Workshops 

delivered by Divisional Returning Officers (and/or in some cases, other staff members of the 

Divisional Office).  

Evaluation for this event consisted of comprehensive learner surveys distributed to 24957 Polling 

Officials of which 8170 responded. 150 ‘supervisor’ surveys were sent to Divisional Returning 

Officers (DROs) of which 50 responded. The high response rates across both cohorts indicated 

that both learners and supervisors welcome the opportunity to provide feedback on the training 

they receive, and this, with continued dialogue with the network and ongoing training evaluation 

into the future, will ensure that improvements to the Polling Official training continuum occur in a 

best practice manner to improve the culture of training, its quality, assessment practices, content 

consistency and learner engagement. 

Key findings 

Some of the key findings that the evaluation data revealed are:  

 The evaluation provided insight into what learners and supervisors value when it comes to the 

training service provided by the AEC. Both cohorts indicated that they consider the best 

aspects of online learning be the flexibility it offers for self-paced learning.   

 

 Survey response rates were extremely high which demonstrates a high level of interest from 

Learners (Polling Officials) who are keen to express their views, be listened to, and to 

contribute to continuous improvement in training. 

 

 The temporary election workforce at the 2013 federal election consisted largely of older 

females from an English-speaking background, who had worked at several elections in the 

past. This represents a potential risk in the form of an aging workforce which may exhibit a low 

level of diversity. 
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 Results indicated the growing need for simulation assessments which develop soft skills, 

applied to technical election scenarios. 

 

 Declaration Vote Issuing Officers undertake less training than most of the other seven major 

roles, while being one of the largest groups of learners. 

 

 In the analysis based on Australian Quality Training Framework Themes (AQTF), learner 

responses rated online learning higher than face-to-face workshops in all themes with the 

exception of Learner Engagement.  

 

 In the analysis of training for election rated tasks, static polling teams rated online learning 

higher than face-to-face workshops, while regular and remote mobile polling teams expressed 

the opposite opinion. 

 

 Consistently across the survey results and the associated analysis areas, supervisor scores 

were lower than those of the learners. 

 

 Qualitative and quantitative data conflicted in relation to whether Supervisors (DROs) feel they 

have the presentation and facilitation skills to be able deliver a successful face to face training 

session. 

 

 Both qualitative and quantitative data indicated that learners would welcome the opportunity for 

recognition of prior learning.  

 

 Both supervisors and learners highlighted that Remote Localities, Mobile Polling and 

Packaging Material modules were least effective at preparing Polling Officials for the job.  

Suggested areas for improvement 

 The development of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for AEC Training will provide the ability 

to measure whether the training has had any impact on the organisation’s overall results or 

enabled it to achieve its intended objective. 

 

 Consideration could be given to building the competency and capability of the Polling Official 

workforce outside of the election period to sustain an already enthused workforce and develop 

a range of skills using a certification/accreditation process to recognise and reward. 

 

 The introduction of simulation assessments, mapped to AEC core performance standards, to 

develop a resilient and confident workforce for elections. 

 

 An analysis of results provides insight into avenues to redevelop online and face to face 

learning to achieve a greater balance between training content and developing the skills and 

attitudes to meet performance standards. 

 

 Consideration for future elections could be given to better utilising Declaration Vote Issuing 

Officers by up-skilling them across other roles to create more opportunities to employ them 

various other roles. 

 




