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WORKFORCE REFORM BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [5.08 pm]: When the debate on this bill was interrupted 
for question time, I was making the point that this bill would not be required had the government been able to 
manage its finances properly. It is purely and simply because of the government’s mismanagement of the state’s 
finances that this bill is in this place. In the area of finance, the government has struggled. Part of the problem is 
that we have now had the seventh change of Treasurer in less than six years. That can be compared with one 
Treasurer in eight years when Labor was in office. That sort of uncertainly and revolving door certainly would 
not be assisting the government in managing its finances. It also would not be assisting ministers in managing 
the finances of their departments. 

This is a punitive bill, because it will attack the right to work of a certain group of persons within the public 
service. At least 1 000, and no doubt over time more than 1 000, public servants are likely to lose their jobs. 
Many of those people will have a hard time finding employment elsewhere in the shrinking labour market 
beyond the public service. This is very concerning. 

The government has put in place a suite of measures that will work together with this Workforce Reform Bill to 
deliver its savings program. Those measures include a temporary freeze on advertising and promotions 
expenditure and the procurement of non-essential goods and services; a cap on general government budgets at 
2012–13 estimated outturn levels, with increases from 2013–14 onwards limited to projected growth in the Perth 
consumer price index; and the introduction of a new public sector wages policy that caps increases in wages and 
conditions to the projected growth in the CPI. One would think that a government that had fiscal rigour and was 
on top of its finances would be able to manage public sector wages policy much better than has been the case 
with this government. The performance of the government has been shocking. 

When we look at recent pay increases in the government sector, there are clearly people who have done fairly 
well and have managed to get wage increases way and above the CPI. I put on the public record that I do not 
disagree that these people deserve a pay increase. These people are doing a very important job in the community, 
and surely they deserve a pay rise. But does that mean that other people should be punished? We seem to have 
two sets of rules here. Prison officers have had a 13.05 per cent pay increase over three years, or 4.35 per cent a 
year, from 20 May 2013, for a three-year term. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Do you agree that government has to control wages growth—yes or no? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Of course it does, but it needs to control it in a fair or equitable way. We are not 
seeing the government control wages policy in a fair or equitable way. There has also been huge waste by this 
government — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Let us get back to wages. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No. Let us get back to the $600 million lost on the solar panels scheme. Let us 
get back to the $300 million lost on Muja AB. Let us get back to Fiona Stanley Hospital. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Let us stick to the bill. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am happy to stick to the bill. But the bottom line is that this bill should not be 
in this place. People should not be let go out of the public service and lose their jobs because of your 
incompetence—I do not mean the minister personally, because there are plenty of others with him. The minister 
may not like it, but he knows that this bill should not be in this place. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Are you saying that the pay rises until now have been excessive—yes or no? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am saying, and I will continue to say what I was saying, and if the minister 
would be nice and quiet, he would hear it — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order members! I remind the honourable 
member to direct her comments through the Chair. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. 
The point I am making is that it should not take a government five years to start to manage wages policy. Wages 
policy is a very important component of government fiscal management. As I have said, prison officers have had 
a pay increase of 4.35 per cent a year, expiring in 2016. Doctors have had a pay increase of 11 to 12 per cent 
over three years, or 3.7 per cent a year, expiring in October 2016. Teachers have had a pay increase of 4.16 per 
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cent a year, expiring in September 2016, and nurses have had a pay increase of 14 per cent over three years. 
Good on these people for being able to represent their members and negotiate that wages outcome. I do not have 
a problem with that. However, because the government is not able to get its finances in order, it is now planning 
to get rid of at least 1 000 public servants and restrict the wage increases of others to 2.5 per cent. 

As at June last year, there were 138 863 employees in the public sector, and there was an increase in public 
sector employment of 2.8 per cent over the year. However, this occurred in the context of a 3.4 per cent growth 
in population. We know that there are not enough employees in the public sector. For example, some social 
workers are taking children home with them because there is nowhere to put them and there are not enough staff 
and FTEs in the department. We know that service providers are not able to provide services in their areas of 
expertise and responsibility, because there are simply not enough of them. We know there are long waiting times 
for teenagers with mental health problems to see a psychologist. It is absolutely shocking. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Are you suggesting that these people ought to be put in charge of children without 
knowing anything about their background? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not really interested. The minister is not getting the point. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is making her remarks. Please allow her to continue 
without interjection. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point is that we are losing public servants at a time when we have had 
significant population growth. That was never accounted for by the minister responsible—Minister Collier—
when he was Minister for Training and Workforce Development. He got up in this place time and again and 
bragged about how 150 000 extra workers were coming into the state, together with their families, and then did 
nothing about it. So we have had a huge population increase in Western Australia but no growth in the number of 
public servants. We now have a bill to get rid of 1 000 public servants, at the very least, with more to follow. 
What sort of commonsense is that? The minister may take offence, and other members on the other side may 
take offence. However, the blame should lay at the feet of those incompetent ministers who have not managed 
their portfolios and who have allowed spending risks to go unchecked. That has had the devastating consequence 
that a bill has been brought into this place that will enable the sacking of public servants. It will enable the 
government to get rid of public servants at a time when the population of the state is growing and the demand for 
services is increasing. Members opposite may find that offensive, but if they can tell me that is not the case and 
the Minister for Mental Health can tell me that a young person with a mental health problem can get into a 
hospital and get the appropriate treatment with the appropriate medical expert, then I will be satisfied. But in the 
time I have stood on this side of the house under this government, I know that young people who have presented 
to the Fremantle Alma Street clinic for treatment have been turned away; they were shown the door, and some 
died. This was not a one-off incident. 

If members opposite think that there is no connection between the two that is their problem, but I cannot support 
legislation that, basically, gives the government the right to sack workers because of its own incompetence. The 
parlous state of Western Australia’s finances needs to be sheeted home to the ministers, and to the Treasurer and 
the Premier. It is their responsibility and they should accept that responsibility. 

I will go back to the Workforce Reform Bill, which makes changes to the Industrial Relations Act 1979 by 
requiring the WA Industrial Relations Commission to take into specific account in its various considerations: 
firstly, the government’s applicable public sector wages policy statement; secondly, the financial position and 
fiscal strategy of the state; and, thirdly, the financial position of the relevant public sector entity. That last point 
gives me some cause for concern. I do not really know what that means. Let us assume that a public sector 
agency is not in a very strong financial position because of poor leadership and is going backwards. Those 
factors need to be taken into consideration when employees of that agency are due for a pay rise that is being 
determined through the Industrial Relations Commission. If I have understood the bill correctly, I do not see why 
those employees should be penalised for the incompetence of a poor minister or indeed a nonperforming chief 
executive officer.  

The Workforce Reform Bill will change the Industrial Relations Act 1979 and also the Public Sector 
Management Act by allowing the application of involuntary severance as a measure of last resort. It is currently 
the case, with arrangements for redeployment and voluntary redundancy, that details of the scheme will be 
contained in regulations made under the Public Sector Management Act and the bill provides for the government 
to make such regulations. The minister has stated that the content of those regulations will, in the normal manner 
of these matters, be subject to appropriate consultation and consideration by the Parliament through its Joint 
Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation. That is not the “normal manner”. It is an extraordinary manner 
that we find ourselves in, when this bill provides only the framework and all the detail about what will be 
contained in the regulations, and the regulations themselves, will be drafted and then sent off to the Joint 
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Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation, which will have to deal with them. That is not the normal manner 
in which we deal with a bill. In the normal manner a bill is not a framework bill, and it clearly informs this house 
on what is going to be done and how it is going to be done et cetera, and this Parliament makes a determination 
about those matters by discussing them through the Committee of the Whole and decides whether or not to 
accept the various provisions outlined in a fairly detailed bill. That is not what we have with the Workforce 
Reform Bill. I have to say that I do not think that is particularly suitable. There is not much more I can add to the 
debate, apart from it is a sad day when a bill like this comes into this place, and I have already outlined the 
reasons. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.26 pm]: As with many previous debates, I hark back with some 
fondness to earlier debates. When a bill such as the Workforce Reform Bill 2013 comes before the house I am 
reminded specifically of the contribution made by Hon Peter Katsambanis when we were talking about the 
peculiar hours that the Legislative Council sometimes sits and the points being made by members around the 
chamber about how it affects families. I distinctly remember Hon Peter Katsambanis showing some care and 
compassion for those who work in the Legislative Council. I made the point that I am often touched by members 
on the other side of the house — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You’re ruining my reputation! 

Hon DARREN WEST: The honourable member will find his comments in Hansard. I am touched when 
members opposite say that they care about the workers of Western Australia. However, it is clear from the 
actions of the government that they were only words. The government’s actions are very different from its 
words. I look forward to a division to see if Hon Peter Katsambanis follows up the care and compassion he 
professes for the workers, by not supporting the legislation that is before us. I look forward to another enthralling 
contribution from the honourable member on the value he places in, and his implied compassion towards, the 
workers of Western Australia. I look forward to his contribution with great anticipation. 

I am sounding like a cracked record, but once again we have a bill that has not been particularly well thought 
through and is in front of the house for all the wrong reasons. Members on this side of the house who have 
spoken before me have articulated some of those reasons. 

I will not support the bill because, of course, anything that erodes the rights and conditions of Western 
Australian workers that have been fought for over a long time will not get support from anyone who has been a 
long-term member of the Labor Party and supporter of the labour movement, and I will articulate why. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You don’t have to—we know why! 

Hon DARREN WEST: If the Attorney General knows what is wrong with this bill, why are we debating this 
bill? Why do we not have a piece of legislation that is fair to all the workers of Western Australia? I find it 
extraordinary that if the Attorney General knows what is wrong with the bill and why it will not get support from 
the labour movement and workers, why would he present such a bill? It is being referred off to the committee. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order! Please allow the honourable member to 
continue his remarks without interruption.  

Hon DARREN WEST: As I have said before, I am quite happy to take interjections from time to time as long 
as they are somewhat sensible—the Attorney General’s interjections usually are, but we all sometimes do things 
a little differently. 

The Workforce Reform Bill 2013, which I do not support, is unfair and discriminatory towards those who work 
in the public sector—that, I think, has been generally acknowledged by others—and as I go through my remarks 
that will become apparent to those opposite. This is, yet again, a broken promise. The Premier told us that he 
would not do this, so it is yet another broken promise and mistruth. We find ourselves in a different position after 
the election from that we were in before. I really do not know how people can continue to do this; I really do not 
know how the Premier can continue to change his position after making it so clear before the election to win the 
trust and support of voters, and then throw all that aside after the election. I can only presume that the Premier is 
not all that concerned, and maybe the voters and workers will not be so supportive of him next time around 
because they will find it difficult to believe anything he takes to the next election. The inconsistencies between 
the statements and actions of the government are apparent once again. That is an issue for me. My upbringing 
was that if we tell people we are going to do something, we do it; if we were not prepared to do it, we should not 
have told people we would. 

I do not believe this bill treats public servants with any fairness or decency. Our public servants are very 
hardworking; they go to work every day and many work unusual hours. They set their alarms early, and people 
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are happy to do their jobs. I think everyone who does an important public service—working in a school, working 
in a hospital, being a policeman or taking care of public parks, gardens and open spaces—is happy with their lot, 
but they like to be treated with fairness, decency and respect by their employer. This bill does not do any of those 
things. This bill takes away their rights, and I think a lot of them will feel like second-class citizens if it passes, 
given the deals struck, the arrangements made and the fights that were had that can all be swept away — 

Hon Nick Goiran: If they’re the second class, who is going to be the first class? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I look forward to Hon Nick Goiran articulating that in his contribution. If there is a first 
class, I would like to hear who that is intended to be as a result of this bill. 

As far as I am concerned, this bill seeks to make the people who get up and provide important public services for 
us every day feel like second-class citizens. They have told me that in their own words. When I did some 
research into this bill, one of first things I did was speak to many of the organisations that represent the workers, 
and I went and spoke to the workers themselves—many are not members of unions. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Of course I would consult with those organisations, and I am terribly surprised that the 
government has not. Of course any negotiation or piece of legislation has many stakeholders. Given the 
government’s actions, comments and reactions it is painfully apparent that the government has not consulted 
with any of those who represent the workers who will be most affected by this piece of legislation. I think that is 
yet another slight on a government that is out of touch with the community and has no regard for the people who 
carry out important work every day. In my inaugural speech—for those opposite who were listening; I know 
some were—I made the point that Australia, more particularly Western Australia, is powered by its workers. I 
truly believe that. It is very important that we all get along as a team and that business and the government 
employ people to do the important jobs that need to be done, but ultimately nothing can be done without those 
workers. I think we need to recognise that, and, more importantly, this government needs to recognise that. From 
the reaction I just had from across the house, clearly there was very little consultation done with the workers. 

Government employees now feel they will be treated as being inferior to their private sector counterparts. It 
should never be the case that people feel that the government is not a good employer, and that perhaps the 
private sector might be a better employer. That is not a precedent that the government should be trying to set. If 
that is the way public sector workers are beginning to feel — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Then you change your job, don’t you? If you think you are getting a better deal 
somewhere else, isn’t that why people change their jobs? 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is a reasonable point, but I think that is a fairly cold and callous comment. A lot of 
people want job security and a lot of people choose to go into the public sector for various reasons. It may be that 
their place of employ is close to where they live and convenient, or they may like their workmates and job. Why 
just make a flippant remark, “Go and work somewhere else if you don’t like it”? It is a little unfair on our public 
sector workers to make such a comment. I suggest that the private sector is not always a panacea or utopia for 
workers either, but why do public sector workers feel like they are being treated in an inferior fashion to those 
who work in private enterprise? There are some very high rates of pay in the private sector, especially in the 
mining industry. I know that firsthand from when I used to operate my business. We would have to pay the 
wages to attract people from the mining industry into the agricultural industry, which is very difficult. But there 
are also people working on quite low rates of pay in difficult circumstances who maybe choose to work their 
jobs around the hours. They may need to work around, for instance, school hours; they may have children at 
school. People may choose to work in the public sector and work in a school particularly because they may have 
children at school and need to be home when school finishes and need to leave after school starts. To just say, “If 
you don’t like it, go and work somewhere else”, is not the widely held view of the public sector worker. I think 
they value their jobs and position and feel they should have some confidence in their employer. 

I will never, ever accept the notion—it has not been articulated by members opposite yet, but I think it partly 
underpins this bill—that public servants are lazy. The public servants I know work very hard; public servants do 
not sit around with their feet up on the desk all day, as they are sometimes perceived. I can only assume that 
whoever drafted this legislation has that view. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Why do you say that? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will explain that in a little more detail. I can only assume that by the legislation put 
before us. I have stated before that I do not think it is well thought through and I do not think it is a constructive 
or progressive piece of legislation. I think it is regressive and it should not be here. It is a poor attempt. 
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I do not think anyone who gets up every morning and goes to work should be discriminated against in the way 
this bill will do. I will go into some more detail later on, but I am just making some overarching points. I think 
when a deal is struck, whether that be by union negotiation or a deal negotiated directly with the employee or 
whatever the case may be, a deal is a deal. When an arrangement is struck with a group of employees—the 
government being the employer in this case—that is that. If the government was not prepared to pay it, it should 
not have done the negotiation. Mark Olson is a very experienced union leader who chose his time to strike 
negotiations with the government, and the government made a deal. We will see after this legislation passes 
whether the government sticks to that deal, but it was made at a very convenient time for government. I will talk 
a little more about that later. 

Why should public servants be discriminated against in the way this bill proposes? I do not at all agree that there 
is less productivity in the public service. Many departments have had to make cuts while being asked to churn 
out the same, if not more, work. As we know, the state’s population grows daily and the public service has more 
services to provide to a bigger population, yet all government departments are being asked to make cuts. That 
would imply that government workers are not as productive as perhaps they might be and that they can do better. 
I know that is how private employers work; they push and push employees. For instance, long-distance truck 
drivers are often pushed and pushed to the point that there is no time and sometimes their safety and the safety of 
others can be compromised. That is just one example of how the private sector perhaps pushes things as far as it 
can and possibly, from time to time, a little too far. Why should it be like that for all sectors of government? I 
think that a level of productivity can be gained and sustained, but we should not beat public sector employees 
around the head to do better all the time. We believe that public servants perform appropriately. We think that 
they do a fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay. We do not think that public servants are not as competitive as other 
groups of employees. We think that public servants are as engaged as other groups of employees. However, 
clearly, the government, the proponents of this legislation opposite, do not agree with any of those statements. 
By putting this piece of legislation forward, the government is pretty much telling the public sector workers of 
Western Australia that they are not productive, they do not perform appropriately and they are not as competitive 
and engaged as other groups of employees. That is what the government is effectively saying to public sector 
workers. I do not think that any of those things are the case. I am sure that members opposite may be able to 
point out individual or small pockets of employees, but as a general public service, it is very good. It is very 
unfair to say that the public service is not productive, does not perform appropriately, is not competitive and is 
not engaged. I think that is an unfair thing to say. 

I would like to make another point that the government may not have considered in bringing forward this piece 
of legislation. Many of our public sector workers would have taken the government’s election promises at face 
value. They would have taken government members at their word on those election promises and made the 
decision on where to place their valuable vote accordingly. From some of the results that we saw in the election 
last year, before the government was totally on the nose, I suggest that many people in the public sector 
workforce voted for the Liberals. The polling booth figures and the election results probably suggest that. I 
wonder how those voters feel about that now that they have seen the piece of legislation that government 
members brandish above their heads threatening to hit them all with it? I think that those workers will review 
that decision and I hope that they do because, quite frankly, they were conned. They were conned by some very 
slick marketing and a Premier who made promises. I think that factors outside Western Australia may have had a 
certain influence on the way that they voted. It is true to say that many workers in Western Australia were 
conned and voted for the Liberals, and the government has let them down in less than a year. It did not even take 
a year for the government to let them all down. It is another Liberal–National broken promise. 

In 2012, the Premier, Mr Barnett, said to Parliament, and I quote — 

I make it very clear that there are no cuts, proposed or planned, for staffing within the public sector—
none at all, and that was made very clear by the Treasurer … 

Who is now the former Treasurer. The Premier went on to say — 

No-one is going to be losing their job, no-one is going to be laid off, but there will be flexibility in it 
because there will be some initiatives that will require that. 

The Premier said that no-one is going to lose their job and no-one is going to be laid off. That is what the 
Premier told Parliament in 2012. It is in Hansard, so it is there; it is not just an election promise or something 
that he—I have forgotten the Premier’s words. I think it was John Howard who had core promises; I think the 
Premier has another set of promises that he maybe did not mean. However, this was said in Parliament, so I take 
it seriously. 
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Cuts to the public service and the erosion of the conditions of public service workers have a tremendous impact 
on people in my electorate. Many towns in my electorate have quite a high proportion of public servants in the 
general population. Some of the towns in the area are government service provision towns. Therefore, if we start 
to put off workers or erode their pay and conditions, if we start to—how do I put it? Not attracting, but detracting 
them from working in the public sector and those jobs become difficult to fill — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Disincentive. 
Hon DARREN WEST: It is a disincentive. Thank you, Hon Alanna Clohesy; you are a good wordsmith. 
If there is a disincentive for people to work in those jobs, those positions will often remain vacant and those 
services will not be provided. As I articulated earlier, the mining industry has to pay enormous wages as an 
incentive to get people to work in remote areas in very trying conditions. However, the state government is 
taking no heed of that and is, in fact, working in the opposite direction. Regional towns and communities often 
find it difficult to attract good quality, bright, progressive, smart workers who want to make a career in the 
public service, and it will be unlikely that they will get those people. In those areas, the offers from the private 
sector will be better. If that is what we want, that is great, but I do not think that is what we as a state want. 
Future governments will probably look back at this time and make the appropriate changes to attract and retain 
our best and brightest into the public service and, more particularly, in regional areas. Therefore, I urge members 
opposite to take heed of that and research what impact this legislation may have on regional communities. It is 
all right to build a new sports centre in a community, but if the government is going to cut the community’s 
lifeblood, which is the wages that come into that community, it really will not do the community a great service. 
The community will have a nice new sports centre and the minister will be beaming at the opening, as will the 
royalties for regions people and people from the shire. They will be at the opening and everyone will be happy 
that there is a new sports facility, but what if we take the public servants who are often the centre half-forwards 
and back-pocket players out of the football team? After a few years, the community will not have a football 
team! If the government introduces legislation that provides a disincentive for people to work in public sector 
jobs, these are the possible outcomes. I know firsthand because I live in a regional town; I can tell the 
government how difficult it is now becoming to even field junior football sides. When we have difficulty 
fielding junior football sides, we end up having difficulty fielding senior football sides in 10 years’ time. But I 
digress. 
The point I am trying to make is that we need to create an incentive for good, smart young people, preferably 
with families, to move to regional areas and take up jobs in schools, hospitals and government agencies and 
departments. Many of the people who have these jobs do not qualify for the out-of-Perth living allowances, so 
they have the extra cost of living in these communities, because it is more expensive to live in a regional 
community than it is to live in Perth. I can tell members for a fact that in regional communities, everything is a 
bit less competitive and fuel is a little dearer; everything costs a bit more than it does in the city. Therefore, we 
need to provide an incentive, perhaps in pay and conditions, to attract workers to regional areas. This legislation 
goes right against all that, so I will be surprised if those who represent the other regional party in this place are 
supportive of any legislation that would be detrimental to attracting and retaining good professional people in the 
areas of health, education and community safety. 

Why is the government doing this? Why do we have this piece of legislation before us? Those are the questions 
that I came up with after reading through the bill and getting some background information on it. Why would a 
government do something so regressive and foolish as to turn on its own public service? Why would a 
government do that? Sorry, Hon Peter Katsambanis, but it is the workers who will have to pay. It is 
Hon Peter Katsambanis’s beloved workers, of whom he spoke so fondly in the house when we debated sitting 
hours, who will have to pay for the government’s mismanagement. This all comes back to the government’s 
financial management—its poor fiscal performance in the state of Western Australia. Debt is totally out of 
control. Standard and Poor’s has taken away the state’s AAA credit rating. One of its reasons for doing so is that 
there is no political desire to tackle debt. Debt has got out of control and the government is not a bit interested in 
doing anything about it. When the Liberal Party came to government, debt was at $3.7 billion or $3.8 billion, and 
when it leaves, hopefully in 2017, when it is told to do something else for a few years, debt is projected to be 
$28 billion. It is a shame that the people cannot be given a say a bit earlier, because if they could have a say now, 
they would tell the government loudly and clearly what we in the opposition are saying is right—that 
government has not had its eye on the financial books hard enough and its debt is out of control. When debt is 
out of control, what does the Liberal–National government do? It cannot really go to the big end of town, its 
supporters, sponsors and donors, and say, “Look, we have a bit of pain to wear.” Of course, it would not do that. 
It takes it out on the little people—the workers who get up every morning to go to work in our hospitals, staff our 
police stations and work in our schools. That is where the government will go. That is what it will do every time. 
It is predictable. The government has caused the problem because it had no desire to rein in debt. That is the 
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cause of this problem. It is time the government recognised that and found someone else. Perhaps we could 
knock off a few of the monuments that are being built to the emperor of the day. It is clear that this government 
has no plan to govern; there is only a chaotic and dysfunctional mess. 

The Liberal Party has very good plans to get into government. It has very slick, well-marketed, well-funded and 
well-resourced election campaigns. Very stern and truthful words were spoken by the Premier and other 
ministers, who gave people some hope that things would be better under them. They are very good at elections. 
They were very convincing to the public, only to turn around and realise that—we all realise now—there is no 
plan to govern. We are seeing the same thing in the federal sphere. In six months, we have lost 60 000 jobs. The 
federal government has created a new export industry—that is, 60 000 Australian jobs. It is not confined to the 
state Liberal government. Sadly, the federal Liberal government, which the Prime Minister said he would model 
on the Barnett government, is clearly doing the same. It has no plan to govern whatsoever. It has only a slick 
plan to get into government and no plans at all. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: What was the projected unemployment rate in federal Labor’s last budget? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I cannot answer that off the top of my head, but I have some unemployment figures for 
Hon Peter Katsambanis. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order! The honourable member is struggling to 
continue his remarks over the noise. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Please afford Hon Darren West the courtesy of continuing without the 
constant noise in the chamber. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am happy to talk about unemployment, given that Hon Peter Katsambanis brought that 
up. In Western Australia in 2008, when the public entrusted their vote to the Liberal government, unemployment 
was around 2.7 per cent. Unemployment is now 5.9 per cent. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Shameful! 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is shameful. Western Australia is the star state of Australia. When I go to the eastern 
states, they say, “Oh, you are so lucky to be in Western Australia!” Our unemployment rate has doubled under 
the government’s watch. It is no wonder, because it is obvious what it thinks about our workers. Since the 
Liberal government came to power, 5.9 per cent of people—52 000—do not have a job. I can talk about 
unemployment all I like. Under the previous federal Labor government, which Hon Peter Katsambanis raised, 
unemployment was under six per cent for two years. We will not be able to say the same in the next two years. 

I heard a member opposite say that the problems in Western Australia are all the previous state Labor 
government’s fault. That is going back six years. I am not surprised that it is being blamed. I think we can expect 
that for five and a half more years the government will be blaming all the problems of the federal government on 
the former federal Labor government as well. I can cop that. That is what incompetent people do; they blame 
someone else. They never take the rap themselves; they turn around and blame somebody else immediately. 

I have been listening to the remarks and reading through some of the background for this debate. I also want to 
reiterate some other very important points. When the pay and conditions of public servants are attacked, little is 
done to change the gender pay gap between men and women. As was pointed out in a previous contribution, 
many low-paid and part-time jobs are done by women, because women have obligations often to their families 
and, as I pointed out, many women who work in schools need to work around school hours. The same thing 
applies in many of the low-paid jobs, such as cleaning government buildings. A lot of education assistants work 
school hours and many of those positions are held by women. I could even go so far as to say that by eroding and 
taking away the certainty of a position, the government is discriminating against women in the workplace. That 
would not be an unfair assessment to make of this piece of legislation. It is terribly unfortunate that in 2014 we 
would promote the idea that high-paid jobs remain secure and that low-paid jobs should be less secure. A lot 
more analysis needs to be done on that, but it is a fair assumption to make at this point. I have touched on the 
district allowance and that it is not available. 

Hon Jim Chown: Whose job are you talking about here? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown, I did not quite hear that interjection. Was it a sensible interjection? 

Hon Ken Travers: That was a rhetorical question. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: Yes. If it was a sensible interjection, I would be happy to discuss it, but it was not, as is 
usual. 

How is it right that some government workers get the big pay rises around election time and some do not? A 
member who spoke earlier pointed out the inequity of the government’s negotiations with workers. That is 
unfortunate. It seems that the negotiations for a pay rise can be directly attributed to the amount of 
embarrassment the negotiations may cause the government. That is no way to conduct a fair and equitable 
industrial relations system in which there is a fair go for everybody. It is clear that there is not a fair go for 
everybody in the way that this government treats its workers. 

I would also like to congratulate the Standing Committee on Legislation to which this legislation was referred. It 
is a very good report. I have a copy of the report here that is battle-hardened. It is a very good report. It is clear 
that the committee worked very hard on the report. I note that the members of the committee are very 
experienced in dealing with such matters, and they have done a terrific job on the findings of the report. I will 
talk about those later. In previous comments, members suggested that this legislation had not been done in 
consultation with those who represent workers and workers themselves. I took the time to read through some of 
the submissions to see how they may contain a contrary view of the legislation and of those contrary views 
which one would be a more reasonable position. Of course, in these matters, everyone has a view—sometimes 
no-one is right or wrong, but usually an assessment can be made about where the answer lies. I took particular 
interest in the submission of the WA Police Union. Hon Dave Grills, a former policeman, will know exactly 
what I am talking about. I presume the police union speaks on behalf of its members. I have not come across a 
policeman yet who does not agree with the union’s position on this—there may be some, but I have not met 
them. I think the police union is probably the most aggrieved group as a result of this legislation. I have met with 
representatives of the police union. In travels around my electorate, I often drop in to see the local officer in 
charge to get a handle on what is going on in the area from his perspective—how the force is working, how he is 
going with matters such as staff and how he is generally finding his role in policing the community. I found 
some consistency among police officers and their union, which leads me to assume that the police union is 
speaking on their behalf. Members do not need me to tell them that the police do a very important, trying and 
difficult job in the community. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will get towards the pointy end of my contribution because, as usual, time is ticking 
against me. I got to the part of my remarks tonight concerning the submissions that had been made to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. I took particular interest in the submissions put by the WA Police Union. 
Clearly, policing is a very difficult and trying work environment. I will always pay my homage to those men and 
women who serve the community in the way that I think I would be unable to. I am not sure I could do the job 
that police do. From time to time they have tough assignments. I acknowledge the good work that they do. I took 
from the submission something that I thought was quite pertinent to this debate. I quote from the police union’s 
submission to the committee — 

Given the dangerous nature of their work, police officers are often depicted as taking more annual sick 
leave days than their public sector counterparts. 

I thought that was an interesting point. I will elaborate on that in a few moments. The submission continues — 

In the 2012 Annual Report, it was noted that the average number of leave days sick across WAPOL 
per FTE was 11.7 days. However, there is no demarcation between work related and non-work related 
sick leave when compiling this data. Data about the frequency of sick leave days within other public 
sector agencies points to: 

-  an increase (of approximately three per cent) in recent years in the “incidence of lost-time 
injuries and diseases” in the public sector; 

-  an increase in the amount public sector agencies paid for workers’ compensation insurance and 
claims (of approximately 30 per cent and 12 per cent respectively); and 

-  between six to eight sick leave days per FTE in the public sector. 

If the object of the Workforce Reform Bill is to perhaps design a mechanism that would work against police in 
their extra number of sick days, it will not achieve all that much. Even with the dangerous job that police carry 
out, in real terms they take very few more sick days than other organisations. The idea of this bill’s flexibility is 
designed to counteract such entitlements. I will jump straight to the closing remarks of the submission in the time 
that I have left. It states — 
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Finally, unlike other public sector agencies who have been forced to consider ‘capping’ their 
employment growth due to the current economic climate, WAPOL continue to recruit police officers 
and police auxiliary officers. The Government have recognised, in this instance, that police are a unique 
group of employees who are vital to protecting and serving the community. In order to meet ever-
increasing community demands and expectations, in addition to local recruiting the Agency has directed 
its recruitment drives both interstate and overseas. However, in order to alleviate the time and resource 
pressures faced by a strained police force, WAPU believes that WAPOL and Government need to 
ensure that all employees, both newly recruited and current, are incentivised to remain with WAPOL. 
The Government has already recognised that some attraction and retention problems exist within 
WAPOL and have subsequently introduced the Regional Incentive Scheme. Impending police 
severances and the aforementioned employment ‘exceptions’ … do not assist the Agency in its attempt 
to retain skilled police officers. As such, other special employment considerations that acknowledge the 
dangerous and unique work of police officers must be enacted to ensure that community demand for 
this service is met. 

In other words, this bill will be detrimental to the attraction and retention of police officers. I put it to 
government members that perhaps that would be exacerbated in electorates such as mine in the regional areas of 
the state. We need some incentives, as I stated earlier, to get our best and brightest into such important services 
as the police service. I will flick through these relatively quickly because I am running out of time. 

United Voice represents a lot of low paid and seasonal workers in many unskilled and part-time positions and, as 
I pointed out before, many women do these jobs. I like United Voice’s executive summary about this bill. I 
would have to concur with what it said, namely — 

The Government has presented the Workforce Reform Bill 2013 as a reasonable bill, one which 
introduces much needed flexibility into a rigid system that encourages public sector employees to 
receive an income without having to perform work. 

That is actually not what happens at all, but it goes on — 

The current system is already flexible, already provides for the redeployment of surplus employees into 
productive work and already contains a mechanism to terminate the employment of an employee who 
refuses to engage in productive work. 

So why are we debating this bill? If those mechanisms already exist, why do we have to make them harsher? 
Why do we have to create less incentive for people to take up these important jobs? The submission goes on — 

The Bill has also been presented as being fiscally responsible, ensuring that decision making bodies 
have due regard to the State’s financial position and the Government’s policies. 

I think the state’s financial position is the doing of the current state government. It shows that this piece of 
legislation is before us because of the fiscal incompetence of the Barnett–Grylls–Redman government. The 
submission continues — 

Again, there are already mechanisms in place to ensure this happens. 

United Voice’s take on this is — 

What the Bill really does is significantly undermine the rights and job security of public sector 
employees, undermine the independence of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission 
and further the Government’s privatisation agenda. 

Once again, we are looking at privatisation. The government is about to embark on a privatisation agenda that 
will see many of these workers unwillingly pushed across into the public sector. I would imagine that that would 
be the same cost; and, if so, I would imagine that the costs would be saved by reducing wages and giving 
workers poorer conditions and less flexibility. 

I will have to move on because I am quickly running out of time. The other big issue in this bill is permanency. 
Permanency is very important to workers, especially lower-paid workers. Many people will take a lower pay rate 
and choose to work in a lower-paid occupation if there is some level of certainty, and the public service has often 
provided that level of certainty. If we remove that, we remove one of the main drivers for people taking up their 
chosen profession and push them out into something else, leaving many of these jobs difficult to fill. In respect 
of privatisation, many employees prefer to work for governments, but they feel that they are being pushed 
towards the private sector. 

Another thing I find quite distasteful about this legislation is the fact that it has the capacity to override previous 
government agreements. That may not be an issue for those on the other side of the house, but the belief over 
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here is that when one strikes a deal, especially an industrial relations deal, after all the negotiations are over and 
the deal is done, it is done. Deals should not be welshed or squibbed on; when a deal is made, it should be stuck 
to. Broken promises are one thing, but if the government is going to break commitments that have been 
negotiated in good faith and ride roughshod over the workers, there are going to be implications. No-one else 
would be able to do this; no private sector company would be able to welsh out of an agreement partway 
through. Why should the government be able to do something the private sector cannot by changing legislation? 

I will not talk about the skeletal nature of this legislation and the perils of regulations because I do not have time. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I was looking forward to that! 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is an area for others to talk about, I am sure. I am sure the Attorney General — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Members, the honourable member has already said 
that he is trying to draw his remarks to a conclusion, and your interjections are stopping him from doing so. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

I do not think this legislation will attract people from interstate to fill jobs in Western Australia. Even though 
unemployment is up to 5.9 per cent, it may come as some surprise to those opposite that there are still areas 
within our economy that have close to full workplace participation, especially in regional areas. This is not going 
to be an incentive or message to people interstate to move to Western Australia, because the government here is 
hell-bent on removing their — 

Hon Jim Chown: Well, they are! 

Hon DARREN WEST: They are now, before this legislation is introduced. The current system is working, 
which is exactly the point I am trying to make. We do not need to debate this bill; people are coming to Western 
Australia because they feel that they can come here for job security and reasonable pay and conditions. They are 
coming now, but I think they will stop coming over here because these regressive workplace laws will take away 
the pay conditions and rights of workers that have been fought for by the labour movement over the last 100 or 
so years. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [7.43 pm]: I, too, welcome the opportunity to speak to this 
bill because, like my colleagues, I have several serious concerns about it. As a former public sector worker I am 
very concerned about the way that this bill seeks to treat public sector employees, and I note what 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich said earlier this evening about how the public sector in the past was, for young people 
leaving school, a place to aspire to work, a place of status and a place of really excellent jobs. That might still be 
the case in the public sector, but I have concerns that this legislation will make it not the case in the very near 
future. I also note that for people with disabilities the public sector is also often seen as a desirable place to work 
because of issues around job security and workplace adjustments to take disabilities into account. Certainly, a 
number of my former colleagues and friends got their start in the public sector, including some who are now 
working at an international level and who credit working in the public sector as a way of initially entering the 
workforce and developing skills that they later came to use at an international level. However, I fear that that will 
not be the case for many people with disabilities in the future. We do not know, of course, because the 
Department of Health miscalculated its figures and the way it records people with disabilities in the public 
sector, so those figures for the last four years might not be accurate. Having said that, this bill will create an 
environment in which people will be less likely to consider the public sector as a desirable form of employment. 

My other concerns are really about values that I hold dear around fairness and transparency, because this bill is 
deficient in those things. I will go into that in a little more detail. This bill will fundamentally change the 
relationship between the employer—that is, the government—and the employees, the public sector workers of 
Western Australia. We know that this bill seeks to amend three acts: the Industrial Relations Act 1979, the 
Public Sector Management Act 1994, and the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975. My fundamental concern about 
this bill is that its nature and intent are at odds with what the government describes as its general purpose for the 
bill. My other concern is around the specific way in which this bill seeks to treat workers, and particularly the 
negative effects it will have on certain groups of employees. No legislation should have that effect; nothing that 
comes before this place should have the effect of making the lives of certain groups of people, particularly those 
who are lower paid, worse off than they were before, and that is exactly what this bill will do. 

Like so much we have seen from the government in this place, this bill is based on broken promises made by the 
Barnett government to the people of Western Australia before the election and during the election campaign, and 
now we are seeing the effects of that. Let us have a look at some of those broken promises—promises, as I said, 
that were made to the people of Western Australia before the election, many of whom, of course, are public 
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sector workers who believed the Premier. Because this bill is based on broken promises, it is bad legislation. Not 
only does it seek to disadvantage certain groups of workers, it is also based on broken promises, which makes it 
bad legislation. 

Let us look at how that unfolded. In September 2012, the Premier made it clear in a speech in the other place that 
no cuts were proposed or planned for staffing in the public sector. On 27 September 2012, he stated, in answer to 
a question from the Leader of the Opposition — 

I make it very clear that there are no cuts, proposed or planned, for staffing within the public sector—
none at all, and that was made very clear by the Treasurer — 

Further along in the same answer, he stated — 

No-one is going to be losing their job, no-one is going to be laid off, but there will be flexibility in it 
because there will be some initiatives that will require that. 

That is what the Premier said on 27 September 2012.  

During the campaign, of course, the Liberal Party released its public sector management policy, and I happen to 
have a copy here. On the cover of the public sector management policy of the Liberal Party, it states — 

To restore and maintain the professionalism, independence and integrity of Western Australia’s public 
sector, and ensure the delivery of quality services to the people of Western Australia 

On page 3 of the policy, it states that the Liberal government will — 
Retain a cap on the size of the public sector while tight financial circumstances continue to face the 
State 

Another policy aim is to — 
Maintain a wages policy that provides public sector employees with fair and reasonable remuneration 
and benefits and safe working conditions 

They are just a few things. 

On 13 June last year, however, the Premier announced that his government was going to abolish over 1 000 
public sector positions and move to involuntary redundancies, which is exactly what will happen under this bill. 
However, there was no mention of legislation that would in fact take the ground out from underneath public 
sector workers seeking to negotiate a fair deal, which is what this bill seeks to do. There was also no mention of 
the introduction of legislation that would create an environment in which public sector workers felt that they 
would not be able to negotiate on a level playing field. There were a lot of promises and they have been broken, 
but there was certainly no mention of making it difficult and unfair for public sector workers to enter into 
negotiations. Similarly, there was no mention of arrangements for public sector workers different from those of 
private sector workers especially, as this bill suggests will be the case. There was no mention in any of the 
policies of the Liberal Party or the National Party before the election that public sector workers would be treated 
any differently from the way they have been treated in the past, but that is what this bill will do. I have already 
mentioned what the government said it would do in relation to a wages policy, but, as I have said, it did not say 
what this bill would seek to do. 

Let us look in more detail at parts of the bill. Part 2 of the bill covers amendments to the Industrial Relations Act. 
Clause 4 amends section 26 of the Industrial Relations Act by inserting into the act things that the Western 
Australian Industrial Relations Commission must take into account when making a public sector decision. In 
effect, the new subsections require the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission to take into account 
the government wages policy, which I will come back to in a moment, and the current financial position of the 
state by reference to the government financial strategy statement and the Government Mid-year Financial 
Projections Statement. The bill requires the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission to take into 
account any submission the government would make to the commission as part of a hearing. It also requires the 
commission to take into account the financial position of the public sector entity—the agency—before the 
commission on a particular matter. As we have heard, this may cause the Western Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission to give extra weight or preference to, or to privilege, any or all of those factors in considering a 
matter before it. 

The Standing Committee on Legislation, which looked at the bill, considered similar clauses in other 
jurisdictions. It looked at the detail and the impact of the clauses. In particular, it looked at New South Wales. In 
New South Wales, the provision states that the New South Wales Industrial Relations Commission must give 
effect to policies on employment conditions. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: If the minister would just let me go on, I will get to quite a few points; otherwise, 
he can sit there and go to sleep. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Can I? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That is what he normally does. It is not pretty. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Member, you have woken up members all over the chamber now! 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I quite expect that the minister will not be listening to anything I say because I 
quite expect that he will not be concerned about the impact on public sector workers. 

In addition, the legislation committee looked at the Queensland provision, which states that Queensland “must 
consider”. These are two different jurisdictions with two different effects. Firstly, New South Wales “must give 
effect to” while Queensland “must consider” those items for consideration. As a result of the legislation 
committee’s inquiry into the bill, we now know that the Department of Treasury, at least at the start, wanted a 
model similar to that in New South Wales. We know that only because of the inquiry into the bill. I think that 
points to one of the bill’s fundamental flaws—that is, the inconsistency in policy intent in the bill. The 
department wanted it, but other agencies within the Western Australian public sector did not. The committee also 
noted that there was a narrow application of the WA policy to wages as distinct from broader conditions of 
employment scope. However, the committee also found that the WA bill refers to the financial position of the 
public sector entities—that is, their capacity to pay. The committee found that that was a deliberate policy 
decision, but I have to ask why. Why is this clause necessary when the commission already has the capacity to 
take all those factors into account, to look at the capacity of public sector entities to pay, and to look at wages 
policy or the financial statements of the state government? The clause takes away from what we all understand 
as fundamental in any Industrial Relations Commission hearing—that is, the total independence of the 
commission. It tells the commission what it must look at. It directs the attention of the commission. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable member needs to be heard. Hon Alanna Clohesy, I was 
trying to get you some clear air. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The clause directs the attention of the Industrial Relations Commission to certain 
facts. As it stands now, the government can suggest to the commission that it can look at certain factors when 
making a determination. The government’s representatives can be at the commission. The government can stand 
there and say, “We ask that the commission take into account these factors: the current state budget, the current 
capacity of the government agency to pay and the current wages policy.” The government already has the ability 
to be well represented in making those points. What is the point of this clause? The government already has the 
power to do that; therefore, enshrining something like this clause in legislation and forcing the gaze of the 
Industrial Relations Commission is surely a heavy-handed approach to something that the government can 
already do. As I said, the government can already recommend its own wages policy. It has a lot of resources—
more resources than public sector workers—to represent its position at the commission. Why does it seek to 
enshrine these facets into law? Why does the government seek to give preference? Why does it seek to privilege 
its position over that of public sector workers? Why does it seek to have an unfair advantage over public sector 
workers when it appears before the commission by directing the commission’s gaze? I do not know, but I suspect 
it is something to do with not liking some of the decisions the commission has made in the past and wanting to 
find a way to force the hand of an independent body. Certainly a lot of submissions to the Standing Committee 
on Legislation’s inquiry suggested something similar and indicated it would create an unfair advantage. To sum 
up most of the submissions to the inquiry, most seemed to think the reason for this clause was to secure an unfair 
advantage over public sector workers. One thing I am very sure of is that this clause will create an environment 
that is not conducive to fair negotiation, to openness, to transparency or to being fair in the way the commission 
approaches a particular matter. It certainly will not create a harmonious industrial environment. All it will do is 
create suspicion and fear among public sector workers and those who seek to negotiate with the government on 
behalf of public sector workers. 

Let us look at the government’s wages policy. The bill will demand that the Western Australian Industrial 
Relations Commission give preference to and focus its gaze on the government’s wages policy when making a 
determination. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: We know that the government’s wages policy focuses its attention on and gives 
preference to the government’s wages policy. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I will quote from the Public Sector Wages Policy Statement 2014 — 

The government of Western Australia requires that increases in wages and associated conditions for all 
industrial agreements be capped at projected growth in the Perth Consumer price index, as published 
from time to time by Treasury. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Where does it say that the commission has to give preference? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement indicated that CPI 
growth for 2013–14 will be 2.5 per cent. There are a couple of issues here for me; one is the government’s 
forcing the gaze of the Industrial Relations Commission to privilege the government’s wages policy of 2.5 per 
cent. Another concern I have — 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Point of Order 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am one who always enjoys robust debate in this place but there are times when 
members are clearly not taking interjections and the minister consistently making the same interjection, when it 
is clearly not being accepted by the member, is, in my view, highly disorderly and I ask you, Mr Deputy 
President, to call the minister to order and remind him of his obligations. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I uphold the point of order. I have already called members to order on several 
occasions when it is obvious that the member who has the call is not responding to, engaging in or receiving 
interjections. Indeed, I was just about to remind members again that they should allow the — 

Please resume your seat, minister. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I was just going to say — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Please resume your seat, minister. 

As I was saying, I was just about to remind members again of that when the point of order was raised. When 
there are repeated interjections, it becomes a balancing act on the part of the Chair, who has the responsibility to 
facilitate debate and the proceedings of the house, to strike a balance between calling members to order but not 
so as to then add to the interruption of the member speaking. Also, of course, continuity of the proceedings of the 
house is not helped by constant interruption. 

Does the minister have something to say on this point of order? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I simply want to acknowledge that I have been 
interjecting. My only objection, I suppose, is Hon Ken Travers’ self-righteousness—he seems to be incapable of 
not interjecting at just about any point. I will take the point and allow the honourable member to continue her 
address. In the exuberance of the debate, as members are well aware, things get out of hand but I will restrain 
myself. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s the worst point of order I have ever heard taken 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am sorry, who was interjecting then? 

Hon Ken Travers: I thought you’d finished. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Minister, you have made a — 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I will abide by the ruling and I hope it is an object lesson for those who have taken 
exception to robust debate, as has Hon Ken Travers and, hopefully, he will take note of his own remarks. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The very modest contribution to that point of order was starting to become 
diluted. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr Deputy President, on the point of order — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I have already ruled on this point of order and I intend to go back to the 
honourable member. Do you have a further point of order? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to know whether that was the minister’s second reading speech! 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If it is the will of Hon Ken Travers and his colleagues that we consider the second 
reading debate thereby closed, I shall put the question, but I do not believe it is. That is because Hon Alanna 
Clohesy is continuing her remarks, and she will do so without interruption. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I will take interjections when they contribute to 
the value of the debate but not when I consider them to be badgering. 

I was talking about the adequacy of the government wages policy as it currently stands when the Western 
Australian Industrial Relations Commission’s gaze will be forcibly focused on the wages policy and whether it is 
appropriate to contain such a provision in this bill. As I said, CPI growth for 2013–14 was 2.5 per cent and I 
questioned whether that would be adequate. Certainly the Health Services Union of Western Australia does not 
see it that way. I will quote from a submission that the Health Services Union put to the inquiry of the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. It reads — 

The Bill as it stands lines up workers to bear the primary burden of fixing the government’s budget 
mismanagement. 

I certainly agree with that statement. Of course, the union is correct, because we have seen a massive increase in 
state debt. Despite record revenue, debt has grown out of control. We have seen the loss of the AAA credit rating 
essentially because the government’s fiscal action plan was substandard. We have seen huge budget blowouts, 
for example, in the Muja power station, with losses of around $300 million or more and growing, and much, 
much more. The question I ask is: who has to pay for this? It is clear that by directing the attention and forcing 
the gaze of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission the government is saying that public sector 
workers have to pay. What I find abhorrent about that is that many public sector workers are on low pay, and 
there is significant evidence about that. In its evidence to the committee UnionsWA pointed out that focusing on 
the wages policy is likely to exacerbate the gender pay gap in Western Australia. As members know, I am deeply 
concerned about this issue. I quote from the evidence that UnionsWA gave to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation’s inquiry on 6 February — 

We are also concerned about the impact of this bill on the gender pay gap in Western Australia and the 
broader impact that that has in the community. Members of the committee are hopefully already well 
aware that WA has the largest gender pay gap of any Australian state. In May of last year, in WA the 
size of the gap was 26.6 per cent—men’s earnings relative to women’s earnings—compared to 17.5 per 
cent nationally. We know that the gap in WA is not just the biggest of any state, but it has also been 
growing in more recent years. We say that this is not just because of the mining industry, although it is 
tempting for people to argue that it is. Many people in Western Australia—in fact, more people are 
employed in healthcare industries, in social assistance and other industries like that. There are also a 
significant number of women employed in the public sector. According to the latest state-of-the-sector 
report in 2013, the proportion of women in the state public sector over the last 10 years has grown, 
increasing from 63.8 per cent to 71.7 per cent. Clearly, they comprise a much greater proportion of the 
public sector workforce than the workforce at large, where it is only 43 per cent. The committee will 
probably not be surprised to learn that overwhelmingly women in the public sector work at the lowest 
salary levels. For example, 95.8 per cent of education aides are women compared with the classification 
of engineering managers where it is 97.3 per cent male. Our concern is that this bill will allow the 
government’s wages policy, which only allows for a CPI-type increase, to exacerbate the pay gap in 
Western Australia. With large numbers of women in the public sector concentrated in the lower levels, 
it will effectively legislate to ensure that the wages policy is privileged and it is likely to make to make 
the gender pay gap in Western Australia much worse than it currently is and not better. Arguably, that is 
contrary to the objectives of the Industrial Relations Act, which seeks to promote equal remuneration 
for men and women. 

That is the view of UnionsWA on the likely impact of forcing the gaze of the Western Australian Industrial 
Relations Commission on the wages policy in isolation from other factors, particularly for low-wage workers 
and women. 

The Australian Services Union also had some concerns about the wages policy in the way it was being used. I 
quote from a submission to the committee — 

… ASU Members given the rapidly increasing costs of living in WA, in particular the enormous costs 
of essential public services (electricity, gas and water), and is seen as part of a general attack on the 
public sector that includes privatisation, cut backs and under-funding threatening our public hospitals, 
schools, and other services 
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Therefore, members of the Australian Services Union are also concerned. 

Again, I ask the question in relation to this part of the bill: why is it necessary to privilege the government’s 
wages policy given that the current Western Australian industrial relations system works just fine—it works 
well? The government has the capacity to make its own representations. This question was brought out by the 
Western Australian branch of the United Firefighters Union in its submission to the legislation committee’s 
hearings. It reads — 

The UFU believes the current Industrial Relations Act provides a reliable system including final 
decision making arbitration for our members and the employer. In recent years we have had industrial 
matters determined where the Commission has taken into account the economic impacts of the 
submissions made by the Union and the employer before determining final decisions and handing such 
decisions down. On those occasions, neither the employer or the State Government appealed the 
decisions on the basis that the Commission had not exercised their obligation to consider the economic 
impact of the arbitrated decisions. And in our view, this is indicative of the Commission’s capacity to 
make decisions impartially and with due consideration of their obligation to the State, as well as to our 
members and the employer. The Workforce Reform Bill 2013 seeks to constrain the Commission to 
Government Wages Policy and that is both unnecessary and a restraint on the practice and principles of 
“good faith bargaining”. 

We know that there is no need to include these provisions in the bill when, as the United Firefighters Union 
points out, the Industrial Relations Act already provides a very sound and reliable system for decision-making 
and arbitration.  
The next thing I want to look at is the part of the bill that amends the Public Sector Management Act. I note that 
the committee looked at this in great detail and it has been talked about at length, so I will only consider some 
particular parts of it. The committee found that this bill seeks to amend certain sections of the act, which allows 
for what I think of as sackings or involuntary separations. Again, I have to ask why that part of the bill is 
necessary. When the committee inquired into this, it found that there are only 36 people on the current 
redeployment list and most of those people had been on it for one to four years. Only nine people had been on it 
for more than four years. Therefore, I have to ask why the government thinks this part of the bill is necessary. 
Only when all other options for redeployment have been explored can people be mandatorily required to accept a 
redeployment position. Why does the government think that it is necessary when there are only 36 people over 
one to four years? It is a minuscule number in terms of the total number of people employed in the public sector.  

The Civil Service Association has a suggestion about that in its discussion of key amendments to the act. The 
CSA has a long-standing policy of opposing forced redundancies. The CSA’s submission to the committee 
states — 

• The Governments justifications for the proposals are ill founded. Initially the Premier claimed 
all other States and Territories utilised involuntary redundancies. At a meeting on 9 July 2013, 
Union representatives made the Premier and his Deputy Chief of Staff Mr Stephen Home, 
aware that the claim was erroneous. At that time although State and Territory Governments 
had legislation in place to for involuntary redundancy, some chose not to through binding 
industrial instruments (agreements) or policies. In such circumstances Voluntary separation 
remained the preferred method. 

• Further, the Premier claimed involuntary redundancy was required to remove chronic poor 
performers or redeployees who refused to accept suitable alternative roles but remained on the 
pay roll. Such commentary ignores the current regulatory regime applying to employees under 
the PSMA. The PSMA Act and PSRRR [as written and likely remaining so post the Bill] 
provide no avenue for removing poor performers via redundancy. Indeed, current employees 
with performance issues cannot be considered for registration as a redeployee with the Public 
Sector Commission [PSC]. Further, the current PSMA already provides adequate means for 
dealing with poor performers (s79), which were justified, includes dismissal. As for 
redeployees refusing to accept suitable alternative roles, this is already addressed by s82A(3) 
(a) and s 94(2) (b) of the PSMA which mandates dismissal. 

There we have it. There is absolutely no reason to include current sections about forced or involuntary separation 
when current instruments already allow for that to happen.  

Those are a few of the very strong concerns I have about this bill. I think the lack of focus on policy detail on the 
part of the government, its attention to trying to cause involuntary separation when there is no need to, and 
attempts to focus the gaze of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission on certain factors and 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 18 March 2014] 

 p1293b-1318a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Deputy President; Hon Darren West; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Ken Travers; Hon 

Michael Mischin; Hon Samantha Rowe 

 [16] 

thereby create an unfair environment—certainly, a contentious industrial relations environment—suggest to me 
that this bill should be condemned. I do not support this bill. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.23 pm]: I think that the agreement reached during the last few 
hours of last year’s Parliament to refer this bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation was inspired, because 
we have before us today the committee report that, I think, will significantly inform the house and speed up the 
processes of the house insofar as we do not need an extensive debate about referring the legislation. The report is 
a great use to the deliberations of the house. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Will it shorten the debate? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think that it will, minister. I think the debate would have been extensive if the bill had 
not been referred to committee. We would have gone through the second reading and then, I suspect, we would 
have moved to refer the legislation to a committee and there would have been an extensive speech about why the 
bill should or should not be referred to a committee. That whole section of the debate has now gone. 

Hon Michael Mischin: That may be right, but has the report actually helped to shorten the debate? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That section of the debate has gone; less time will be spent on that stage of the debate. 
How long is a piece of string, in terms of how long the debate will go for? I find the length of a debate tends to 
come down to whether or not we get answers from the minister. I think the committee report is useful in this case 
because it raises a number of very interesting and relevant issues for the house to consider.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I thought the whole idea of sending it to a committee was so we could resolve issues, not 
raise them. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the minister has read the report, he will see that part of the difficulty in resolving the 
issues is the way some of the evidence was given to the committee, which left the committee unable to reach 
conclusions. I note that the Chair of the Standing Committee on Legislation is in the chamber. I cannot find 
where members are listed against the minority and majority recommendations throughout the committee 
report—who was the majority and who was the minority—as is the normal practice. I am happy to take an 
interjection across the Chair, because this is the only time that we will be able to debate the report. Is there a 
reason why the majority and minority votes were not listed in the report as is the normal practice? 

Hon Michael Mischin: I do not know where that is the practice, because in my experience it changes from 
committee to committee. Some members may want to have their names beside objections so they can impress 
the wider public, and others might think that the committee is providing a combined opinion on an issue in order 
to eliminate political elements.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): That is perhaps something that might be clarified during 
the course of the debate by someone associated with the committee. As members are well aware, of course, the 
deliberations of a committee are secret but the report has the members’ names on it. It is a legitimate question, 
but not one that we can resolve by interjection. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wanted to make that point up front before I go into detail. Certainly, in my experience 
of committees, who was the minority and majority in arriving at those findings was always made clear to the 
house. 

I think the report makes very clear the purpose of the bill. It sets out that the bill has two significant purposes, 
firstly, an involuntary severance power and, secondly, a wage determining body to consider the state’s financial 
position when it performs certain functions. Obviously, one of the debates to be had is what the second part of 
the bill means in terms of the wage determining role, and I will deal with that later. In a more general sense, I 
wanted to deal with—it does start to become a bit like a broken record—the case of the government bringing to 
this house what could be determined to be a skeletal bill. We have talked about that. I think a good thing about 
the report is that it gives a very good description of the nature of a skeletal bill. Page 9 of the Standing 
Committee on Legislation’s “Report on the Workforce Reform Bill 2013” lists the six sections that help to define 
a bill as skeletal, and reads — 

a) Regulations ‘fill in the detail’ of the legislative framework, rather than having such detail clearly 
articulated in primary legislation. 

Paragraph b) of the Standing Committee on Legislation’s report reads —  

The scant detail set out in primary legislation gives Parliament inadequate information about what the 
regulations will eventually contain, thereby -  

This is a direct quote from the committee report —  
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undermining the scrutiny function of the Parliament.  

This is not the government’s first skeletal bill. The committee accepted that the Workforce Reform Bill is a 
skeletal bill. In fact, at paragraph 5.4 the report reads —  

As will be discussed in this Report, the Committee is of the view that there are a number of features of 
this Bill that qualifies it as skeletal.  

The fact that it is a skeletal bill means that it is undermining the scrutiny function of Parliament. I suspect that 
the other place would not give a toss about the bill undermining the scrutiny function of Parliament. Some 
members in the other place might care about it, but as a house it would not care because it is the house of 
government and government—the other place—by its nature, does not care about undermining the role of 
Parliament. The place in which that should be an issue is this place—the house of review. We must demand 
explanations from the other place. The minister asked how long we will take to debate this bill. Given that it is a 
skeletal bill with no detail, we will need to probe extensively. The difficulty with a skeletal bill is that we can 
probe all we like and the government can give all the non-answers it likes, but the day after it can do the exact 
opposite. How often have we asked the government whether it is planning to privatise a service only to be told 
that it is not planned at the time, but within weeks that is exactly what the government does?  

I refer to paragraph c) of the committee report, because it is an important point to be made. It reads -  

Members of Parliament, as representatives of the people of Western Australia, are denied the ability to 
clarify, contest, challenge and defend the policy behind relevant legislation. This has an incalculable 
effect in diminishing Parliamentary sovereignty within the system of government.  

Members may ask what contribution the Standing Committee on Legislation has made to the bill. The first thing 
it has done is to make it very clear that the passage of this legislation in the way that it is structured will have an 
incalculable effect—again, this is not a minority recommendation, but a recommendation of all members of the 
committee—in diminishing parliamentary sovereignty in the system of government. If we pass this bill, what we 
will be saying is that we do not think we should be here any longer. This will be the government of the day 
sending a message that the upper house should be abolished. Is that not what the committee is saying in the 
report, madam chair of the committee? That is what is says to me. If we pass skeletal bills that do not have any 
detail, thereby removing our ability to clarify, contest, challenge or defend the policy behind the bill, we are 
doing incalculable damage towards diminishing the parliamentary sovereignty in our system of government. 
That is what the committee is telling us. Members must think long and hard about that. When I hear members on 
the other side carry on about the role of this house, I will quote those words and remind them of all the skeletal 
bills that their government has rolled through like you would not believe.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Every government rolls through skeletal legislation.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This house held it to account. Let us see whether it is prepared to hold the government to 
account on this occasion.  

Paragraph d) on page 9 of the committee report reads —  

The empowering provisions contained within skeletal legislation can be so widely drafted, as to 
authorise regulations that will rarely, if ever, be capable of being characterised as ‘beyond power’. This 
can have the practical effect of negating any effective post-legislative scrutiny by the Joint Standing 
Committee on Delegated Legislation.  

Again, that is a very important tool of the Parliament. If the bill is drafted so broadly in the powers it grants, we 
will remove not only our role as a chamber, but also the role of a joint standing committee post the event. 
Paragraph e) on page 9 of the report is also very important. It reads —  

Regulations are usually only subject to parliamentary scrutiny after they have come into force. As such, 
the more substantive detail regulations contain, the greater potential for them to impact the rights of 
citizens, both before such legislative instruments have been scrutinised by Parliament, and without the 
policy behind such impacts being tested by the democratic representatives of the people.  

That is us, members! We are the democratic representatives of the people. What we are saying if we pass this bill 
is that we will grant the executive massive power that will impact on the rights of citizens without us being here 
to protect and defend them. I will talk about involuntary redundancies and the way in which they will potentially 
override people’s existing legal rights. Paragraph e) will become absolutely crucial in the deliberation and in the 
moral integrity of this house. It will actually test our moral integrity. When I reach that section, members should 
be aware that I have a copy of the Bible.  

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order, members! If members want to engage in other 
conversations, they should take them outside the chamber. Hon Ken Travers has the call.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It comes back to whether as a Parliament we are prepared to protect and defend the 
rights of our people. I will leave that until I reach that section of the committee report.  

Hon Kate Doust interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My colleague has reminded me of some of the wonderful people in the public gallery 
tonight, including some who were recently married! Hon Kate Doust’s daughter and family are in the public 
gallery. This bill will deal with those who were recently married and who will be starting a new family and 
making Hon Kate Doust a grandmother!  

Hon Kate Doust: No!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Trust me, it is a fantastic experience! I have done it only as a stepparent, but it is a great 
experience. In all seriousness, this is about the future. It is about not only our children, but also our grandchildren 
and their grandchildren. Once we open that door and allow those rights to be removed and remove Parliament’s 
ability to scrutinise, we will be on a slippery slope that will ultimately see us doing a disservice to those who are 
looking to start a family at some point in the future. Clearly from Hon Kate Doust’s perspective, that should not 
happen too soon, although I am sure that once she becomes a grandmother she will be excited and will quickly 
be bringing in photos!  

Paragraph f) on page 9 of the committee report reads —  

An increased incidence of ‘Henry VIII’ clauses, authorising regulations that override the provisions of 
Acts and other primary legislation.  

Those members who have been in this chamber long enough to have sat and listened to talks on these matters by 
Hon George Cash and Hon Peter Foss will remember the evilness of Henry VIII clauses and the importance of 
them. I do not for a moment pretend to be able to channel Hon Peter Foss as well as others on my side. I might 
leave it to the Leader of the Opposition to give a more detailed explanation of the points made about Henry VIII 
clauses. Nonetheless, a Henry VIII clause is a complete and utter abdication of our sovereignty as a Parliament. 
We are saying that we will not only allow regulations to be made, but also actually change previous legislation 
through regulations. That becomes absolutely crucial. In the past, that is something that this house has been a 
strong defender of. This bill provides a significant moral challenge to the house. To give an accurate reflection of 
the report, the next paragraph states — 

Arguments raised in support of skeletal legislation include: 

a) there being a total flexibility to cater for changing circumstances; 

If that were the case, why not just have enabling legislation on everything and do it all by regulation? There are 
some basic fundamental issues. We need some flexibility but we need to put the substantive nature of the 
legislation into the bill. That is not what this bill does. The next subparagraph states — 

b) avoiding parliamentary overload, given the sheer volume of legislation parliaments are asked 
to pass; 

That is certainly not a problem for this Parliament. How many times have we gone home early because we ran 
out of legislation? To argue that this house suffers from an overload of legislation is an absolute nonsense. We 
can write that one off straightaway. The final subparagraph states — 

c) dealing with complex or novel subject matters which are perceived to be beyond the capacity 
of parliaments to deal with. 

I am not sure where that came from. Whoever put up that argument is in a sense having a crack at all of us. I 
accept that we need to have some flexibility, but to argue that there are matters beyond the capacity of 
Parliaments is sending a pretty strong message about what the government thinks of not just this place, but also 
the other place—its own backbench more so than the opposition. 

Let us go into a bit more of the bill’s detail. I firstly deal with the way in which this bill deals with the wage-
setting elements of the legislation. Three “statutory relevant considerations” need to be taken into account by the 
Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission: the government public sector wages policy statement, the 
financial position and fiscal strategy of the state, and the financial position of the public sector entity. When 
Hon Alanna Clohesy spoke earlier tonight, the Attorney General consistently interjected to say that the bill does 
not do that. He gave the impression that effectively this bill will not impose any new controls over the Industrial 
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Relations Commission. If that is the case, as the Attorney General made out, the first question to ask is: Why 
bother to have it? What purpose does it serve? 

Unlike many of my colleagues, I am not someone who has spent a lot of time at the Industrial Relations 
Commission, but my limited understanding is that in arbitrated disputes about wages—that is, if governments 
have not been able to reach a negotiated position—the government would put its position on its wages policy and 
any other relevant factors regarding the financial position and fiscal strategy of the state, and the financial 
position of the public sector entity. Even if we refer to the Harvester decision, industrial relations commissions in 
Australia have consistently taken on board all of those elements when reaching decisions. It is not as though 
those matters had not already been part of the consideration. Clearly, the government thinks that this bill will 
have some greater impact in the way it operates than it gives regard to. It clearly expects it to have a greater role 
in the way the Industrial Relations Commission deals with these matters. 

Firstly, the commission has to take account of the public sector wages policy statement. That is fine, but for the 
past five years the only people in this state who have never taken account of the public sector wages policy 
statement are those in the government itself. I suspect that over the last five years when matters have ended up at 
the Industrial Relations Commission for arbitration, the commission has taken account of those matters. Of 
course, the other thing that comes into play here is questions of equity. I understand why we now need to put 
some clamps on public sector wages—because this government has been unable to control expenditure growth. 
It has got this state into a complete and utter financial basket, to the point that we have lost our AAA credit 
rating. We have to take some decisions to move out of that. We can have a very adversarial approach in those 
matters or we can have a cooperative approach. Government has a responsibility to look at not only the wages, 
but also the social contract that it has with the people of this state and the specific contracts it has with its 
employees if it wants to try to put a cap on public sector wages growth. The other thing the government has an 
obligation to do is to minimise the impact it has on the cost of living for the public sector and the broader general 
community. We know that fees and charges under the Barnett government have gone up at absolutely record 
levels. The government wants to put constraint on people’s wages, but will the government put a constraint on its 
own fees and charges and its waste of public money? In my view, one of the major reasons we have the problem 
we have today is that this government has been unable to control its waste. Whether it is on little amounts or big 
amounts, it has been unable to control its desire to build things that are not necessarily of strong economic 
benefit to the state going forward but are the nice-to-have projects that make the Premier feel proud. I do not 
have my chart here, but if people want to challenge me on it, I am happy to bring my chart in later in the debate. 
In return for that, fees and charges under the Barnett government have gone through the roof. 

I will use one really good example of this government’s fees and charges. In the government’s desire to privatise 
things, one of the things it privatised was car parking at the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre. As a result of 
privatising car parking, it then had to bring in a policy for all health campuses and hospitals across the 
metropolitan area. The end result of that was that the cost of parking for a public sector employee at one of those 
hospitals went through the roof. When the policy was finally implemented, that was $50 a week extra out of their 
pockets. That comes straight out of their wallets. I declare an interest; as some members will know, my partner 
works at a hospital. During the week she works in a hospital where she does not have to pay for her parking 
because of where it is located; I assume she pays for parking on the weekends, but on weekdays, she is one of 
the very few fortunate hospital staff who do not have to pay for parking. Other hospital workers are not so lucky, 
and they are not on great incomes. They are not on the incomes that we as members of Parliament take home; 
$50 a week would impact on us, but would not make a significant impact on our lifestyle. My partner brought up 
four kids on a hospital ward clerk’s salary. I do not know how she did it, to be quite honest. Now the government 
has come in and said it is going to take an extra $50 a week, through an increase in parking fees, from people 
who work their backsides off. It is putting all these other pressures on them as well, because they cannot get 
relief staff and all the rest of it, and that is absolutely outrageous. It breaks the social contract. The government 
cannot sit there and say, “We want to put a cap on your wages, but we’re going to continue to make decisions 
that will directly affect your take-home income”. We are not talking about people with high disposable incomes; 
we are talking about people for whom pretty much every dollar that comes in is accounted for before they get it, 
in terms of putting their kids through school, putting food on the table and paying their rent. 

If the government wants to go down the path of trying to cap public sector wages, then it should cap the cost of 
living in the areas into which it has an input. Do not pass it on — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Isn’t CPI the cost of living? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. In fact, if the Attorney General had read the report, he would know that that was one 
of the issues that was raised before the committee. The consumer price index is one measure and it does not 
necessarily always pick up and reflect the true costs of different peoples’ circumstances. The cost of parking at 
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hospitals has a specific impact on hospital workers and it will not be picked up by the CPI, which is a more 
general account. The Attorney General’s interjection has really highlighted just how out of touch the government 
is with hardworking families in Western Australia, and how much impact some of the decisions made around the 
cabinet table have on those people. The fact is that he just does not get that decisions being taken at his cabinet 
table actually have a far greater impact on individual people’s circumstances than can be measured by the CPI. I 
know I complained earlier about the Attorney General’s badgering of Hon Alanna Clohesy through his repeated 
interjections, but I actually now appreciate it, because I am confident that people reading this debate will gain a 
very good insight into this government’s ministers’ lack of understanding of how the process works. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure they will. In fact, if it is up to the Attorney General’s usual standard, I will be 
the first one to print it off and send it to them, just so that people understand exactly what he is saying. 

The second part of the statutory provisions is that the commission has to give effect to the financial position and 
fiscal strategy of the state. The committee, in its report, found it hard to describe exactly what that means. Of 
course, it refers to the fiscal strategy that is outlined in budget paper No 3 and the midyear review, if it is 
updated. I tell members that I think this is going to be the most interesting one for the commission to have to deal 
with. How can it give effect to it if the government itself cannot give effect to it?  

I turn to the fiscal targets that are outlined on pages 56 and 57, and the summary table on page 58 of the 
economic and fiscal outlook, also known as budget paper No 3, and it goes through what those targets are. One 
target is to ensure that expense growth does not exceed revenue growth. The government did not do that last 
year; it says that it expects to do it this year, but then next year it does not expect to do it, the year after it does, 
and then the year after that, it does not. How does it give effect to that? What does that mean? Does the 
commission try to help? The government does not seem to care whether it meets the targets or not, so why 
should the commission think that it needs to take the policy decision to meet the target? Another target is to 
maintain a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 50 per cent of 
infrastructure spend. Does the government intend to comply? Last year, no; this year, no; next year, no; the year 
after, no; and the year after that, no. How does the commission give effect to that? Even the government does not 
think it is going to do it. The commission could just say, “Well, the government says no, so we can just ignore 
that fiscal strategy”. A further target is to maintain the total non-financial public sector net debt at or below 
55 per cent of revenue estimates: yes, last year; yes, this year; but going forward, no, no, no, no and no. Again, 
another target is to maintain TNPS cash operating surplus at at least five per cent of receipts: yes, last year; yes, 
this year; yes, next year; then no. In fact, the only target that the government thinks it is going to contain is to 
maintain tax competitiveness over the years. If the government were the Industrial Relations Commission, how 
would it make sense of that? Give effect to it—in what sense? The final one it has to look at in terms of dealing 
with these matters, in terms of the statutory areas, is that it has to give effect to the financial position of the 
relevant public sector entity. Again, the committee had a bit of difficulty trying to understand what that meant, to 
be precise.  

One of the things about this bill is that it exempts Parliament. There is an argument given in the act for why that 
occurred, but I suspect that if the truth were ever told, if we have a royal commission into these matters after we 
get into government, we will probably find that the real reason was that the Liberal Party backbench said, “Don’t 
you dare impose those standards on us”. If we want to take consideration of the fiscal position of the public 
sector entity, it is probably a good thing for the staff in Parliament that we are exempted from it, because what is 
the fiscal position of the Legislative Council? We have a total negative equity of $285 000. We are in debt; we 
are insolvent. No wonder the government does not want to apply it to us; we are bankrupt. It is only because the 
government of the day basically acts as guarantor for us that we have not had to foreclose on ourselves and go 
into liquidation and sell off what is left of the chairs in the chamber. That is the reality of it; there are very few 
public sector entities. I know that has people excited, and the reason I make that point is: what does it mean 
about the financial position of the relevant public sector entity? Some will have cash reserves, some will have 
equity, some will not. What a nonsense to say that wages and conditions should be based around that. If we take 
the financial position of this equity, we would not be able to give a pay rise to the staff who work very hard for 
us ever again, whilst we have negative equity in the Legislative Council. We are one of the rarities in that regard; 
I do not know that there are too many other public sector entities that fit into that category, but that is the reality 
of it. It is a nonsense to try to put that into this legislation, and I think it completely highlights how lacking in 
financial management this government is. We have a new Treasurer and a new Minister for Finance. Let us hope 
that they can bring some sound and rigorous accounting principles to the way in which this government operates 
because they have not been there for the last five years due to the revolving door of Treasurers. 
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The other part of the bill that I want to talk about deals with involuntary redundancies. Again, because of the 
skeletal nature of this bill, it is very hard for us to understand exactly what that means and exactly what the 
government is going to do. I note from the committee report that it is unclear. Different government agencies 
seem to have slightly different views about what it means. Of course, we do not have the detail to understand 
exactly what it is. With some of the language and the like that has been used by the former Treasurer, it is fair to 
say that it is reasonable for us to assume that the government is planning to bring in involuntary redundancies 
that will give people working in the public sector fewer appeal rights than people working for the tourism 
industry who were in the Parliament House courtyard tonight or even those in the private sector. What a 
nonsense that is. We will not be able to properly look at it. 

One of the more crucial elements of the bill is the way in which it deals with the existing contracts of people 
within the public sector. At page iii of the executive summary of the report, the committee notes — 

The Committee received evidence that the Department of Commerce suggested, during the drafting of 
the Bill that transitional arrangements were needed in relation to altering existing industrial instruments, 
agreements and contracts. The Bill does not address this question. The Committee has requested that the 
Minister advise the Legislative Council on the Government’s position relating to this issue. 

It goes on to state — 
A minority of the Committee is of the view that the absence of transitional provisions is potentially a 
breach of the common law principles relating to the alteration of employment conditions of public 
sector employees. This minority of the Committee recommends the Bill be amended to include 
transitional arrangements relating to altering existing industrial instruments, agreements and contracts. 

My view is that this house has an absolute obligation to ensure that those transitional provisions are put in the 
bill, because it is clear that if they are not, we will leave open the option of the government overriding the 
existing contracts it has with its employees. That is no different from eroding private property rights. That is why 
I made sure that I brought into the house the report of the Standing Committee on Public Administration and 
Finance in relation to the impact of state government actions and processes on the use and enjoyment of freehold 
and leasehold land in Western Australia. For people who do not understand the way in which property rights 
exist in this country, the early titles effectively involved the passing of land from the state, with a range of rights 
to use that land for certain purposes, and then it was contracted down through others. That is how private 
property rights first arose. In fact, there is quite an extensive section in the report on the concept of private 
property rights that I would have read to the house if time had allowed me to do so. My view is that a private 
property right and a contractual obligation between a member of the community and the government are one and 
the same; the principle is no different. All those members who have long held the view that we have to stop the 
government eroding private property rights—often no right is being eroded in the first place, and that is one of 
the difficulties—should be equally concerned about a bill that will allow us to erode a person’s right as part of 
their social contract with the state. The state has entered into a binding, written legal contract, and it should be 
honoured. We should not pass a bill that will undermine the right of that person, yet that is exactly what we will 
do if we do not put into the bill the transitional provisions recommended by a minority of the committee. Never 
again will a single member on the other side of the chamber who complains about the erosion of private property 
rights be able to come into this place and put with any moral authority a position about the way in which 
someone’s rights have been eroded, because they started on and were engaged in this slippery slope. They were 
not prepared to stand up to the government and put in place transitional arrangements. That is another significant 
moral test for this chamber. I have not seen a bill come before us that has had as many moral challenges as this 
bill has. 

In conclusion, I want to make one final comment about the police officers in this state. When I spoke to 
Hon Sue Ellery about referring the bill to a committee during the last Parliament, I told her that one of the 
reasons I supported the motion to refer the bill is that I believe that police officers in this state have a right to put 
their case to Parliament about why they should be treated in a different way from workers in other public sector 
entities. I think they have made their case. I make it clear that I do not think this bill should exist for any public 
sector worker, but, equally, if members of Parliament believe that we are entitled to be exempt from the 
imposition of this legislation on the way in which the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal treats our wages and 
conditions, we have to accept that that exemption should also apply to police officers, who are not employees; 
they have a very different status and position in our community. My preference is for this bill to be defeated in 
its entirety. If the government wants to do some of the things it wants to do, it should go away and come back 
with a bill that is not of a skeletal nature and is clear about what it plans to do. However, if that is not the way in 
which the house is prepared to proceed, we need to ensure that we address the way in which police officers are 
dealt with under this legislation. I make it clear that my preferred position is to oppose the legislation outright. 
Members on the other side will no longer be able to say that they are tough on law and order if they are not 
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prepared to ensure that we reward our police officers in a fair way. Prison officers would argue that they also 
provide an important role, and I agree with them. That is one of the problems that arise when a piece of 
legislation does not allow for flexibility in dealing with different sections of the public sector. That is the real 
bottom line with this bill. 

Finally—I think I have said this before—a bill that contains a Henry VIII clause should be rejected outright by 
this chamber. Firstly, let us oppose the bill outright. If that fails, we need to significantly amend it. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [9.08 pm]: I also rise this evening to make a contribution to 
the Workforce Reform Bill 2013 and to place on the record some of my concerns with the bill and the reasons 
for opposing it as it currently stands. We know that from a lot of the submissions made to the committee and 
from the committee’s subsequent report, there are still a number of unresolved issues with this bill. If passed in 
its current format, the bill could have a very negative impact on not only the public sector workforce, but also the 
services that it provides to Western Australian taxpayers. 

I am concerned that with the passing of this bill the government is possibly looking at a broader agenda—
namely, to significantly reduce the size of the public sector, which currently employs around 40 000 Western 
Australians and which provides valuable services to the people of WA. Such services include education, health 
and transport. I am concerned that the proposed bill in its current state potentially has more far-reaching 
consequences; it could be going down a similar path that other Liberal governments have taken, such as in 
Queensland and New South Wales with their public sector workforce. I really hope it will not happen here in 
WA. 

We know that the bill represents yet another broken promise by the Barnett Liberal government. We were 
assured prior to the state election in 2013 that there would not be any job cuts to the public sector workforce and, 
yet again, a broken promise is the result. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: It might sound like a broken record to the honourable member, but members of the 
public are taking these broken promises seriously, and it is a shame that he does not as well. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is a broken performance record. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: It is a broken performance record! 

Hon Ken Travers: Fifty-one! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Fifty-one broken promises. It sounds like a broken record to members opposite, but 
those people who are affected by these continual broken promises are taking the matter a little more seriously; it 
is not a joke to them. 

This bill contains three major changes that will potentially have quite adverse effects on the Western Australian 
public sector workforce. Firstly, one of the major changes seeks to amend the Industrial Relations Act 1979 to 
require the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission to specifically consider state government policy, 
the fiscal strategy of the state and the financial position of the public sector entity when coming to decisions. The 
second major change to be made is through the Public Sector Management Act 1994; that will facilitate the 
application of involuntary redundancy provisions in the WA public service. The third major change is to the 
Salaries and Allowances Act 1975; that will formally require the tribunal to consider the state wages policy when 
coming to decisions about appropriate public sector wage increases. 

As we know, the state government’s wage policy caps will mean pay increases at CPI levels. The first major 
change that I mentioned—that is, the Industrial Relations Act—in part 2 of the bill, at clause 4, will formally 
require the WA Industrial Relations Commission to consider the following three elements when making 
decisions affecting the public sector: the public sector wages policy statement capping wage increases to CPI; 
the financial position and fiscal strategy of the state with specific reference to the public statements arising from 
the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000; and the financial position of the public sector entity. The 
commission has to consider government policy, state fiscal strategy and entity financial position, which is 
interesting. It is interesting to note that the state government, as is the case with any other employer within the 
state industrial relations jurisdiction, is actually already entitled to similar rights within the act. Therefore, we 
have to question why we need to take it any further. If it is already enshrined in legislation, what is the point of 
including these extra rights? I just want to refer to an attachment from the Industrial Relations Act. It is section 
26, which states — 

In the exercise of its jurisdiction under this Act the Commission — 
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 (d) shall take into consideration to the extent that it is relevant — 

  (i) the state of the national economy; 

  (ii) the state of the economy of Western Australia; 

  (iii) the capacity of employers as a whole or of an individual employer to pay 
wages, salaries, allowances or other remuneration and to bear the cost of 
improved or additional conditions of employment; 

It seems we already have a lot of these areas covered in the act, and I just question why we need to take it 
further. I look forward to exploring that matter further in the committee stage, and I am sure the Attorney 
General will have comments to make about that. Concerns have been raised by the secretary of UnionsWA, 
Meredith Hammat. She stated in a submission that was made to the committee, and I think it is important to 
note — 

No other employer has the capacity to privilege their position in negotiations by influencing the 
legislation under which the Industrial Relations Commission operates. 

She also goes on to state — 

We think it is to overstep the mark to then try to modify the act so that the government has a more 
privileged position than any worker, any union or, indeed, any other employer in the state could have. 

I think that is an important point to make. Under clause 4 of the bill, it requires the commission to take into 
account the state government’s public sector wages policy. The wages policy statement actually contains the 
following information, and this is also provided in the committee report, if anyone is interested — 

The Government of Western Australia requires that increases in wages and associated conditions for all 
industrial agreements be capped at the projected growth in the Perth Consumer Price Index, as 
published from time to time by the Department of Treasury. 

Clause 4 will require the commission to consider the policy statement, but there still remain some serious 
questions about the likely impact of this requirement on the actual decision-making process. We have been told 
that the commission is not bound to comply with this policy as such, but that this change in the act will ensure 
that the policy is given due consideration. I suppose we just need to make sure that is the case; that the 
commission will not be bound by this legislation. 

Hon Donna Faragher: The committee did find that they are not bound. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, I am just stating — 

Hon Donna Faragher: I am not trying to be difficult. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The member made the comment that they are not bound by it. But I will just make 
the point that, hopefully, that is what happens and what plays out if the bill is passed. 

I refer to some comments made by Mark Finnegan. He is the coordinator of member services for the Civil 
Service Association. He made some comments in his submission, and states — 

We have been advised that if the Industrial Relations Commission brings down a decision outside of the 
policy and the government thinks that not enough weight was given to its stated position it will appeal. 
It will appeal it to the Supreme Court, to say that the Industrial Relations Commission did not take 
enough notice of the government wages policy. 

He goes on to state — 

So it would be a very brave Industrial Relations Commission—even if it took that decision, it would be 
appealed. 

I just wanted to make that point. Because we in the labour movement obviously know that  an integral part of 
any fair and just industrial relations system is to have that independent umpire and that matters are heard in a 
transparent manner when dealing with disputes and overseeing application of industrial law. The secretary of the 
Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA, Toni Walkington, gave evidence during 
the committee hearings. She was concerned that placing into law a requirement that an industrial tribunal apply 
government fiscal policy and strategies will require the commission to be a substitute economic manager of the 
state. 

Hon Michael Mischin: But it doesn’t.  
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Okay, but that is what she said in the inquiry.  

Hon Michael Mischin: It doesn’t.  

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: That is the minister’s opinion.  

Hon Michael Mischin: It’s not opinion. The terms of the clause do not require it, only to take it into account.  

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, but we still have to make the point. People are concerned about the legislation 
as it stands.  

Hon Michael Mischin: But their concern is wrong.  

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: We cannot just take the minister’s word for it. 

Hon Michael Mischin: They do not have to take my word. That was the evidence of Ms Saraceni before the 
committee. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I appreciate the minister’s interjections, but given the time and that I am losing my 
voice, I will not continue to take interjections, but I take the minister’s point. On the other side of his point is that 
these submissions were made during the committee hearings. They are legitimate concerns about how the 
legislation will play out when the bill is passed, if that happens.  

The bill will also change previously negotiated collective agreements in clause 4, part 2. Under the state 
government’s public sector wages policy, wage increases will be capped to CPI levels. Previously negotiated 
industrial agreements that will expire after 1 November will then possibly be reneged on. This change will 
effectively mean that the state government will retrospectively cap wage increases. That is a dangerous path to 
go down given that people entered into these negotiations in good faith with their employers. I do not think 
taking away the negotiated outcomes of that bargaining process of good wages, good conditions and job security 
is a path we want to go down at all. The fact that the Premier has introduced legislation that will potentially 
override these previous agreements will bring into question the value he places on these workers and the work 
they do. The logical conclusion to draw is that the Premier freely entered into these agreements knowing that the 
bill would potentially undo many of the gains secured by the workers during that process. That is exacerbated by 
the fact that a lot of these agreements contain clauses to ensure that there will be no forced redundancies. The bill 
will affect a lot of those people and weaken their trust in the government and leave them wondering what will 
happen to their job security. It is something that does not sit well with any of us on this side of the house.  

Part 3 of the bill contains involuntary redundancy provisions. Among the concerns I have with that is that we 
have heard comments, I think during the minister’s second reading speech, that Western Australia is the last 
jurisdiction in Australia to introduce such a mechanism and that it needs to be brought into line with other states. 
I find that alarming because if the government is referring to other Liberal governments in Queensland and New 
South Wales, the public sector is in for a real shock. Campbell Newman, the Queensland Premier, promised pre-
election to seek an electoral mandate before privatisations and asset sales. Post-election, outsourcing of 
government services continues apace. To date, the Queensland Liberal National Party has announced 14 000 
public sector redundancies, cuts to community funding and training programs and removal of job security for 
public servants. Aged care homes and hospitals are being closed or plumped up for sale. It is alarming to think 
that is the sort of path we will go down. The same has happened in New South Wales. Premier Barry O’Farrell’s 
government has applied to the state’s Industrial Relations Commission to change conditions in 98 awards, 
including leave loadings and penalty payments for shift workers and allowances for living in remote areas. This 
move follows previous reforms to public sector pay conditions, including last year’s 2.5 per cent wage cap, a 
binding 1.2 per cent annual expenditure cap on all government agencies and the slashing of up to 15 000 jobs. 
This is not a path the WA government should be going down at all. It is not a path the Labor Party will ever 
support. This bill will leave the door open for a magnitude of reform that I do not think we want. Another 
concern with the application of involuntary redundancy provisions is that on 26 November last year the Premier 
stated that “involuntary redundancy provisions here relate to a very small group of public servants—maybe 
somewhere around 100, maybe a few more.” Let us, for argument’s sake, say that the number is 100; something 
does not quite add up if we take note of all the stakeholders who made submissions to the Standing Committee 
on Legislation. The report the legislation committee produced indicates that this legislation will affect possibly 
only 100 employees out of a workforce of approximately 140 000. I think it was described in one of the 
submissions as being like using a sledgehammer to crack a walnut. If we have approximately 140 000 people in 
the public sector workforce and, according to the Premier, probably only 100 employees will be affected, we are 
discussing pretty significant legislation that will affect something like 0.07 per cent of the workforce. Surely this 
legislation is overkill if we are dealing with only 0.07 per cent of the workforce. On 27 November last year, 
when further pressed on this issue, the Premier stated that over time there may be some more redundancies, but, 
of course, the question is: how many more? Can we get a firm answer on how many more it will be? The Labor 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 18 March 2014] 

 p1293b-1318a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Deputy President; Hon Darren West; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Ken Travers; Hon 

Michael Mischin; Hon Samantha Rowe 

 [25] 

Party is concerned that it will be significantly more, and that is a real worry. It would like some sort of indication 
of potentially how far this will go.  

I suppose it is also not surprising that many workers within the public sector are feeling really nervous about this 
legislation and that maybe their department will have their numbers slashed and they will end up on the 
redeployment list. Who knows? Compounding a lot of these concerns and, I am sure, anxieties of workers from 
within the public sector will be comments made by former Treasurer Troy Buswell when he said the following 
on 14 August last year in relation to workforce reform — 

Workforce reform is the single biggest driver of the savings in the fiscal action plan. At the end of the 
day, the question that the member for Victoria Park will have to answer is whether he will support the 
driver of that reform—that is, the changes to the Public Sector Management Act that will allow 
involuntary redundancy. 

We have a case in which the biggest source of savings is the fiscal action plan and workplace reform, and the 
biggest driver is the changes to Public Sector Management Act, which will then allow involuntary redundancies. 
We are apparently only referring to 100 or so involuntary redundancies, yet this is meant to be something of 
great significance for the economy and the budget. In the committee’s report the Deputy Under Treasurer, 
Mr Michael Barnes, from the Department of Treasury is quoted as saying — 

‘if the redeployment system was made more effective, then there would be more people on the list—how 
many more, I have no idea.’ 

It is really concerning for members on this side that we do not know just how far the government is planning to 
take this. Will it be only the 100 people or will this be a massive reform of the public sector? 

Another concern for us is that we have not seen the regulations containing the application of provisions, as they 
have not been made available. Without being able to see these regulations it is very hard to fully consider the 
impact on what will happen to an employee if they are placed on the redeployment list and the potential for more 
people to be put on the redeployment list. It really leaves quite a lot of questions unanswered. The committee 
also made a statement that it was very hard for it when dealing with the hearings not to have those regulations. I 
quote paragraph 7.45 on page 48 of the committee report — 

In such circumstances it would have been beneficial for the Committee to have been given a draft copy 
of the regulations to assist it in its deliberations and to inform Members generally about the potential 
impact of the Bill. 

That is hardly unreasonable. 

Another concern I have, which I know my colleagues have also raised, is what seems to be little attempt by the 
government to consult with employees and the unions that represent them. Every time we mention the word 
“union” there is a huge outcry from the other side. It is all about negotiation and we would think that the 
government would at least sit down with the people who will be affected and properly consult with the unions 
involved. I would be curious to know just what sort of consultation actually took place and what attempts were 
made to properly consult with the people involved. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I listened to union after union coming to that committee and you can read what they 
said. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: If that is the case, that is great; it is excellent. I look forward to 
Hon Robyn McSweeney’s contribution to the debate on the Workforce Reform Bill. Given that she was the chair 
of the committee, I am sure she would have some great contributions to make to this second reading debate. 

The other concern that has been raised, which I also have, is the general impact on reduced job security in the 
public sector. We have heard that people within the public sector workforce are some of the lowest paid people 
in the state and they have made a decision to go down that line of work because the trade-off for them means 
they have job security. A lot of people who have gone into the public sector might be raising a young family, 
they need to budget and they need to pay a mortgage, and having that job security is paramount. It is 
fundamental to their budget and their way of life. That is the trade-off they have made in selecting to work for 
the public sector rather than going out into the private sector. Job security should not be underplayed by the 
government. It is fundamentally important to the performance of employees. Making sure that public sector 
employees have job security is not only good for them, it is good for WA taxpayers because it means the services 
we receive will be that much better. Public sector workers will be that much more productive knowing that they 
have job security. The Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA secretary Toni 
Walkington made some comments about job security in her evidence to the committee. She stated that “job 
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insecurity is actually diametrically contradictory to improving performance”, and we all know that here in WA 
the performance of our public service workforce is of paramount importance to the delivery of services. Public 
service employees also have to comply with myriad laws and statutory regulations. Those who have been 
employed for a number of years are very skilled in their areas, and as the role goes on this means they are able to 
have better working relationships with all of their various stakeholders and ultimately deliver the best to the 
public. 

I would also like to make some comments on the restrictions on the right of appeal for employees facing 
voluntary redundancy under part 3 of the Workforce Reform Bill. The bill provides that employees will have 
rights to appeal and the commission will have the right to arbitrate decisions made under the regulations—that is, 
decisions made during the process up to the point of the decision to involuntarily sever a public sector employee. 
In the second reading speech the minister stated — 

… for example, any decision to register an employee for redeployment and thereby leaving them 
potentially open to involuntary severance might be challenged … 

The minister then went on to say — 
However, the commission will then be confined to determining whether the employee has been allowed 
the benefits of pay et cetera to which they are entitled under the regulations. The commission will not 
have the jurisdiction to reinstate or otherwise compensate the employee. 

This of course is a very serious matter and it is a threat to the family budget and the financial security of the 
employees, and in light of this, restrictions on options for appeal are very worrying and should not be taken 
lightly. I refer again to Toni Walkington from the CPSU–CSA who obviously is very concerned, given that the 
union looks after so many public sector workers, about the ability for employees to appeal. One of her concerns 
that she raised in her evidence to the committee was — 

… given our experience with the redeployment process and, at times, the lack of will of government 
departments to manage poor performance, they will use these provisions to simply declare a position 
surplus … 

That is very concerning. As I understand it, none of these fears have been alleviated and there are still a lot of 
questions: What will be the appeal process? What are they going to be able to do? 

The Standing Committee on Legislation’s report also notes that there are limits on the rights of appeal. The 
report states — 

The Committee notes rights of appeal by affected public sector employees will be limited in the case of 
them being involuntarily terminated. This aspect of the Bill generated a significant amount of adverse 
comment from public sector employee representative organisations appearing before the Committee. 

It is certainly something that the government needs to take into consideration when we get to the committee 
stage of the Workforce Reform Bill 2013. 

Another point I would like to raise, time permitting, is about part 4 of the bill, which provides specifically for the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, in making determinations on public sector wage increases, to consider the 
state wages policy—firstly, the state’s financial position and, secondly, the fiscal strategy. We know that the 
state government wages policy cap is at the level of the consumer price index; however, we have concerns that 
maybe CPI will not be enough and that maybe the one-size-fits-all approach will not work for every case put 
forward. Not only that, we are not sure how it will affect people in the public sector workforce in regional areas 
who will have quite different cost-of-living pressures placed on them. The one-size-fits-all approach will not 
necessarily be of benefit to them. Toni Walkington stated in her evidence — 

The message to state government employees—and what our members have reported to us—is that 
performance, improvement, productivity and innovation are no longer valued by the government. If the 
wages policy is simply CPI, these factors will no longer be considered to have value. 

She was not alone in that view. UnionsWA secretary Meredith Hammat raised similar concerns in her evidence 
to the committee about the capping of wages at CPI level. She stated — 

We know that for things like utilities, over a two-year period they went up by 28.5 per cent, which 
again is far in excess of CPI. We know that for things like medical expenses and hospital services, the 
costs have increased by about 20 per cent over that two-year period, which again is far in excess of CPI. 

Therefore, these concerns have to be addressed. Whether we do that during the committee stage or not, I look 
forward to doing it because CPI will be a real issue for a lot of people working in the public sector workforce. 
These people are already on low wages and they are already fighting the high cost of living. As we know, given 
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the different utility costs and increases, this will have a huge effect on their daily lives. This is coming at a time 
when the unemployment rate is at a decade high at 5.9 per cent and consumer confidence is at an all-time low. In 
the March quarter 2014, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, in conjunction with 
Curtin Business School, put out a report on consumer confidence being at an all-time low, which states — 

After finishing 2013 on a more positive note, consumer confidence has fallen back to near-record lows, 
according to the latest Curtin Business School–CCI Survey of Consumer Confidence. 

The March quarter survey … canvassed the views of more than 400 adults, located across both 
metropolitan and regional WA. 

It is no surprise that the survey states — 

High living costs remain the most significant issue on consumers’ minds, with 51 per cent of 
respondents indicating this influenced their perceptions. However, there was an increase in the share of 
respondents reporting that the domestic economy (38 per cent), personal finances (30 per cent) and 
labour market (24 per cent) were on their minds. 

This legislation is coming at a time when people are already concerned with the cost of living, the 
unemployment rate is at a record high and consumer confidence is down; therefore, will the legislation have a 
more far-reaching effect than initially thought? Will many people be in jeopardy of losing their job and being put 
on the redeployment list? This has come at a very uncertain economic time, so, quite understandably, people in 
the public sector will be very nervous. 

I remind everybody that this is another broken promise. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	WORKFORCE REFORM BILL 2013
	Second Reading
	Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm
	Point of Order
	Debate Resumed



