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ELECTORAL AND OTHER LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 

Mr KRAUSE (Beaudesert—LNP) (4.12 pm): As a member of the Legal Affairs and Community 
Safety Committee that examined this bill, I want to make a few comments about the process and the 
committee’s report. I think the time allocated for the examination of this bill was too short. Electoral 
law reform is a complex issue and the few weeks we had to do this over the Easter period—there 
were eight business days for submissions—was far too short. However, we have seen that again 
today in relation to another bill. The parliament and the committee should have looked at broader 
electoral law issues rather than just two or three issues in isolation. Electoral laws are a big issue and 
just looking at these few issues in isolation is not the appropriate thing to do. Having said that, 
Mr Deputy Speaker Furner, as chair of the committee I think you will agree that the MPs on the 
committee worked reasonably well together and produced a report which did not recommend that the 
bill pass this House. I thank all of the submitters who made submissions in the very tight time frame 
that we had, including some 500-odd individuals who made submissions on the bill along with a 
number of other organisations such as the Bar Association of Queensland, the Council for Civil 
Liberties, Professor Orr from the University of Queensland and a number of other people. 

There are a couple of issues in the bill that I want to talk about, and the first is voter ID. As 
other speakers from the non-government side of the House have alluded to, there were many 
submissions made against the scrapping of the voter ID provisions. I have listened to what the 
member for Ipswich West, the member for Pumicestone and Deputy Speaker Furner have said about 
voter ID provisions and their perceived impact on turnout and their impact on certain sections of the 
community. We do not have the final analysis about the operation of these laws from the ECQ yet, to 
my knowledge. Again, I reiterate my point that we need to look at these issues in totality and we have 
not had the opportunity to do that through this process. 

There are two issues with regard to multiple voting and the issue which led to the introduction 
of voter ID laws. As we spoke about during the committee process, there are two types of multiple 
voting that can take place. The first is one person voting multiple times in their own name, and an 
example of that was given in the committee hearing. However, there is also a possibility that one 
person can vote fraudulently in other people’s names a number of times. The real-time electronic 
marking off of electoral rolls that was trialled at this election in some parts of the state could be a very 
effective tool in combating multiple voting by one person in their own name. With regard to the other 
situation where people can vote multiple times in different people’s names, that is certainly a scenario 
that can be guarded against to a certain extent by voter ID laws and it was guarded against in this 
election by voter ID laws. 

The process is not perfect, and we acknowledged that in the committee process. As the 
member for Mansfield made a point of saying in the committee hearings, the threshold for making a 
declaration vote is actually fairly easy to fulfil. You can go in and make a declaration that you are so-
and-so and be given a declaration vote. Obviously it does not guard completely against multiple 
voting in the names of different people, but it is a tool and we should always have tools that guard the 

   

 

 

Speech By 

Jon Krause 

MEMBER FOR BEAUDESERT 

Record of Proceedings, 7 May 2015 

http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/docs/find.aspx?id=0Mba20150507_161232


  

 

Jonathon_Krause-Beaudesert-20150507-633560750952.docx Page 2 of 2 

 

integrity of our electoral system and the democratic process. Whether we look at voter ID at the point 
of voting or at the time of enrolment, they are all safeguards to the democratic process and I think the 
500-odd people who submitted against the scrapping of voter ID laws were absolutely correct. 

The other issue that I want to speak about is the retrospective nature of certain provisions 
about disclosure. This aspect of the bill was opposed by all submitters who spoke to the committee to 
my knowledge, apart from the government. All who spoke about it were opposed to the retrospectivity 
aspect, including the Bar Association of Queensland, the Council for Civil Liberties, a number of other 
organisations and Professor Orr from the University of Queensland. They unanimously opposed that 
because it is unfair to people who have participated in our democratic process by contributing to a 
candidate by helping them out with election expenses in compliance with the law at the time, which 
they may have relied on or felt comfortable donating money to a candidate under, because their name 
would not be made public as a donor. There was an example given by Mr Stephen Keim in the 
committee process which I think the member for Mount Ommaney mentioned in her address to the 
House previously. Let us say someone contributes maybe $700 or $800 a year but then when the 
new laws came in they may have contributed $1,000, $1,500, $2,000 or $3,000 a year to a particular 
party or to a particular candidate in the knowledge that their identity as a donor would not be 
disclosed. 

As the member for Gympie said, those private contributions to candidates are essential to 
communicate a message. It is very unfair to those individuals, who operated in full compliance of the 
law at the time, to now have the law changed after the fact. I think that it is a retrospective breach of 
their freedom to associate and freedom to participate in the democratic process. So we should not be 
supporting this law. If this particular law is passed, this House of legislation will be breaching the trust 
that those people placed in the law at the time. I think that Professor Orr also made a very important 
point when he said— 

If you have concerns about relatively small scale donations, up to four figures, influencing government decisions then I think 
you need to have a different kind of inquiry. I think the principle— 

against retrospectivity— 

is far too fundamental—outside problems of genocide and Nazis and so on. We do not pass retrospective laws without good 
reason and it could blow back in the future if you start a precedent here.  

It is very difficult to disagree with that. I note that some of the members of the committee from 
the government side have relied extensively on the submissions of the Bar Association, the Council 
for Civil Liberties and a number of other submitters in supporting their argument in support of the bill. 
But they conveniently ignore all of those submissions in relation to the retrospectivity of the bill.  

I note the assertion by the government that it is not a retrospective obligation, because it is a 
new obligation being put in place to disclose something that happened a couple of years ago. That is 
really stretching it pretty hard to convince people that it is not a retrospective obligation. It is a very 
long bow to draw—a very, very long bow to draw. As I said in the committee hearing, there are a lot of 
individuals in our community who are very interested in politics and who want to make a contribution 
to civil society. They want to make a contribution but for them it also can be a very personal matter, a 
private matter. Sometimes there are disagreements between families, between family members, 
between different people and different organisations. So making a contribution to a candidate is 
something that they want to do in private. We recognise that, because we have a threshold. This bill 
proposes an amended threshold of $1,000, but it is a threshold nonetheless. So there is recognition 
that there should be some sort of threshold for disclosure. To take that away after the fact is an abuse 
of trust by the government of the day that is introducing it. I am very uncomfortable that this House 
may pass this legislation here tonight. I urge all members in this House to definitely vote against the 
retrospectivity provisions of this bill. 

 


