
Electoral (Miscellaneous) Amendment Bill 

Sections dealing with how-to-vote cards 

Not sure if this will achieve what it is attempting to do. 

If there must be how-to-vote cards, and to counteract the “mischief complained of in the 2010 

election” it may be easier to legislate that how-to-vote cards can only be submitted to the Electoral 

Commission for display in polling booths (as allowed under Section 66) and not handed out on 

election day. 

Under the proposed amendments, why the wording “substantially the same appearance”?  Why not 

say “must be identical” or at least stipulate the “same order of preference” if want to allow for 

different size of cards? 

Without the “same order of preference”, what would stop the same “mischief” of 2010?                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

It is noted that the proposed amendments are different to the recommendations from the Select 

Committee on Matters Related to the General Election of 20 March 2010. 

Should some of the detail regarding how-to-vote card standards, particularly authorisation be 

specified in the amending legislation rather than just left to the regulations?  If not, there should at 

least be some indication that such information will be straightforward to set some basic standards so 

that people are able to notice quickly who authorised the how-to-vote cards.   

Other Sections 

Support most of the proposed changes, particularly Section 17 dealing with the distribution of postal 

vote applications (agree that the Electoral Commissioner should be the sole distributor) and Section 

18 dealing with informal ballot papers (agree that a vote should not be informal if it is correctly 

completed but also has a person’s identification). 

The Society is concerned about political parties/candidates being able to access details on those who 

apply for postal votes.  If this is to happen, people applying for postal votes need to be made aware 

that their details may be passed on and asked if they approve this. 

In relation to Sections 7 and 8, in terms of following Commonwealth procedures for updating the 

roll, it would be appropriate for the Electoral Commissioner to have an obligation to publish up-to-

date particulars of all automatic updating procedures adopted by the Commonwealth.  This would 

give the Electoral Commissioner an opportunity to indicate from time to time where something else 

might work better for South Australian conditions or to express misgivings about the rigor of any of 

the Commonwealth procedures.  Allowing professional scrutiny of what is happening at Federal 

level, rather than abdicating the field entirely, would be a useful local safeguard. 

In introducing Section 18 dealing with the informal votes, the Attorney-General refers to achieving 

consistency with local government elections and the importance of reducing the informal vote.  If 

such consistency is to be achieved, consideration needs to be given to introducing the same degree 

of optional preferential voting as now allowed for local government elections. 


