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PARLIAMENTARY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 44A amended and transitional provisions - 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have a question before we deal with the amendment in my name on the notice paper.  I 
have been reading the Constitution Acts Amendment Act and I cannot find a provision in that act that limits the 
number of parliamentary secretaries that can be appointed.  Some of my colleagues pointed out when we 
considered this bill that with no limit on the number of parliamentary secretaries, there was no legislative 
inhibitor that would prevent a government, through its largesse I am sure, from inviting a number of 
backbenchers to fill what I am sure is the hardworking role of a parliamentary secretary.  Can the minister say 
whether, to the best of his advisers� knowledge, there is anything in the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 
that limits the number of parliamentary secretaries who can be appointed? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, there is not.  What we try to do in government is to have a balance between the upper 
and lower houses.  Generally the arrangement is to have three from each house. 

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  From time to time, depending on particular circumstances as they arise.  That is the 
government�s general policy approach.  I think the point the member is making is that the government could 
make everyone a parliamentary secretary, and it would no doubt pay a very hefty political price for so doing.  
There is also no constitutional or statutory limit on the number of ministers.  That is something that a 
government will determine from time to time.  We started with 14 ministers in 2001 and it was decided to 
increase that by three to 17, which coincided with the number of ministers in the last Court government.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I thank the minister for that explanation.  I move - 

Page 3, line 24 to page 4, line 16 - To delete the lines. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I would like to hear why the member for Vasse wants to take this hard-earned payment off 
these very worthwhile people. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I thank the minister.  Perhaps we could swap seats for a little while and I could have the 
pleasure of the company of the minister�s advisers and I could ask them why I have moved this amendment!  I 
could get the briefing notes passed over!  As it is, I will rely on input from my two colleagues behind me. 
We are of the view that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, in an independent and unfettered manner, should 
have the capacity to determine whether parliamentary secretaries deserve any additional remuneration.  We 
support the government�s desire to give the tribunal the capacity to do that through amendments to the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act to remove the current impediment to the tribunal being able to do so.  My 
understanding is that currently under that act, parliamentary secretaries can be provided with an allowance only 
for and in respect of expenses necessarily or reasonably incurred in connection with the office of parliamentary 
secretary.  At the moment that is about $1 800 per annum.  We support giving the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal the capacity to look at the work performed by parliamentary secretaries and to make a determination 
about whether they deserve any additional payment.  I, for one, am not suggesting that they deserve any 
additional payment.  I am very happy to leave that to the independent Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  Indeed, 
if members read the last determination of the SAT, they will see it quite clearly stated in response to requests 
from members of Parliament during the submissions period for additional remuneration for parliamentary 
secretaries and chairmen of committees, the reasons it could not consider that.  It also went on to say that it may 
be the case that parliamentary secretaries and chairs of committee are deserving of additional remuneration.  
Interestingly, the determination states - 

This raises an issue of whether membership of committees is an integral part of Members� work and 
hence reflected in their base remuneration. 

I know that it referred to committees there, but the same argument applies to parliamentary secretaries.  The SAT 
said it may well be that they should be paid more, but that it should perhaps be given the freedom, through 
changes to the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, to make that decision. 

The reason we have moved this amendment is quite simply that it will have that effect, but it prevents the 
government from imposing an amount and from going to the SAT and saying that until the SAT makes a 
determination, these people should effectively be paid $7 000 more for the relevant period.  We do not believe 
that that is acceptable in the interests of maintaining the independence of the SAT.  It is our view that we, as 
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members of Parliament, are quite happy to hide behind the independence of the SAT when it gives us a pay rise; 
similarly, we need to accept the flipside that it may well occasionally determine that there should be a revision of 
some of the benefits that flow to us.  It is the old adage, minister - �You can�t have your cake and eat it.�  We 
move this amendment to achieve two things.  First, to recognise and, we think, protect the independence of the 
SAT.  Second, to also recognise that there may well be a case for hardworking parliamentary secretaries to earn 
additional remuneration.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Can the minister explain to me why it could not just be put back to the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal to make this determination straight away? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It can, and I think the clear view around the chamber is that it should.  That is why I 
wanted to hear from the member for Vasse, and I think he has persuaded me with his oratory that we will not 
resist this amendment. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The National Party members also support the amendment moved by the member for Vasse 
for exactly the same reason.  We hide behind the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal when it comes to salary 
determinations, but the moment Parliament starts to make decisions that provide for remuneration of members, it 
defeats the purpose. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I apologise to the house for having inadvertently misled it in response to the question 
posed to me by the member for Vasse a few minutes ago.  The Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 
prescribes that there can be 17 ministers.  I was wrong in thinking that was not in the act because the number has 
fluctuated, but only up to 17, so there is a limit on the number of ministers, but not on the number of 
parliamentary secretaries. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I feel compelled to speak on this legislation.  I have been reported in the media as having 
views on this matter, views which I held long before I was elected chairman of the Standing Committee on 
Economics and Industry. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  You weren�t elected; you were appointed. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I cannot remember. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  I was there! 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Actually, yes, I was elected by my fellow committee members. 

Dr E. Constable:  Unopposed. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Unopposed, indeed. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, there is one member speaking.  I would like to hear her. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I would like to put a few comments on the record because, in its last determination, the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal made a comment that I found particularly offensive.  The comment related to 
the tribunal�s supposed lack of knowledge of any additional work responsibilities for parliamentary secretaries 
and chairs of committees.  I think that is a slap in the face to people who hold these positions or have held them 
in the past.  One of the submissions that I understand was presented to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 
outlined in some detail the role that chairs of committees play, and I would like, for the benefit of the public 
record in Hansard, to point out some of the duties chairmen are required to perform.  Firstly, a principal research 
officer and an assistant research officer are allocated by Parliament to work with standing committees.  The 
chairs of these committees are required to work with these two staff on a regular basis to ensure that the work 
that is determined by the committee is carried out in an efficient and professional manner.  This includes liaising 
with external organisations, correspondence, causing meetings to occur and a range of other administrative 
items.  Under the current standing orders of the Legislative Assembly - 

Point of Order 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I seek your guidance.  It is my understanding that when dealing with matters in 
consideration in detail, members should address their remarks to the clause at hand.  The clause at hand in this 
case is clause 4, which deals with parliamentary secretaries.  I have to sit here and listen to this rant, trying to 
justify a rightful decision by the SAT about committee chairs.  That matter is dealt with later on. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  If the member would extend me the liberty or perhaps courtesy of finishing my remarks, I 
think he will find that my express point relates to parliamentary secretaries and chairmen, and their respective 
roles insofar as it applies to the clause before us. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O�Gorman):  I am ruminating this in my mind at the moment.   
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Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  The point that I was about to make is that parliamentary secretaries and chairs of 
committees can both be asked direct questions in this house.  That is an additional duty and higher responsibility 
of accountability that chairmen and parliamentary secretaries have to this chamber and to the people of Western 
Australia.  I could be asked a question as chairman of a committee at any moment in question time.  In fact, I 
encourage members on that side of the house to ask me as many questions as they would like because I, as 
chairman of the committee, would be more than happy to put the track record of the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee on the table. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  I think we all agree that there should be extra remuneration for those offices, but would you be 
happy for the Parliament to make the decision to increase the salaries of all members of Parliament? 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I rose to simply point out the list of duties and responsibilities - 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I, like the minister, will support the amendment of the member for Vasse because the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, as an independent body, should be allowed to do what it is there to do.  The 
purpose of my standing was merely to point out the exhaustive list of duties and responsibilities that chairs of 
committees and parliamentary secretaries take on.  We do not take these on lightly; they incur a significant level 
of additional responsibility and accountability to the other members, to the staff concerned and to the Parliament. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It will come as no surprise that I support this amendment.  I ask the minister whether he 
can provide a little history about how this �second car� business came about in the first place and for how long it 
has been going on.  I think we need to understand it in that context.  I think it came about through a decision of a 
Premier at some point that chairs of committees and others would get this.  It goes back to 1983. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The member for Swan Hills has done the research for me and knows all about it.  It has 
never come through what I would see as the correct channels for decisions about entitlements for members, and 
it is quite proper to go back to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  However, I will never for a moment 
support this Parliament�s deciding an entitlement, salary, salary increase or whatever for members.  It should be 
done by an independent authority so that it is at arm�s length from members and that we are not in the business 
of deciding our entitlements.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Others may be able to help me with precise dates on this, but when I became a member in 
1990 the arrangement was that a backbencher was entitled to access a government car, and had an electoral 
allowance reduced by a number of thousands of dollars - I do not remember exactly how much it was.  Over 
time, decisions were made, I think some by the Presiding Officers and some by the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet; I am not sure exactly who decided.  For example, when the parliamentary secretary position was 
created in 1991, the current member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara became a parliamentary secretary and was 
allocated a car.  I am not sure of the history of chairs of committees.  Effectively, two systems were running side 
by side.  The remuneration was provided on a de facto basis by forgoing an entitlement to a second car and 
receiving an increased electorate allowance on account of that.  That is the origin. 

Mr T.G. Stephens:  There was no car allocated then. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  They came in some time after that, but there was a payment in lieu of a second car. 

Dr E. Constable:  That has been so since 1993; is that correct? 

Mr T.G. Stephens:  Yes. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is quite correct to say that paying 
members an allowance for a car that they do not need or want should be done away with and that if a payment is 
to be made to somebody, it should be done expressly.  This bill gives the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal the 
jurisdiction to make that determination.  Until that determination is made, no doubt some time in the next three 
to six months, I thought it reasonable to continue the current payment.  That is not the view of the house.  I am 
happy to have been persuaded to a different view by the oratory that has taken place in this place today.  
Therefore, we will not be resisting the amendment moved by the member for Vasse. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am glad that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has moved this amendment.  What the 
minister has tried to do detracts from the respect and autonomy of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  I know 
that the minister did it because he got a lot of hassle from his backbenchers. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  They do not hassle me. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know that they do.  They hassle the minister in caucus, which is cross-factional of 
course. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Have you been bugging our caucus room? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely! 

Mr T. Buswell:  Labor members told us. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We did not have to bug the caucus room.  Some of the minister�s colleagues told me in no 
uncertain terms.  The beauty of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is that it is autonomous.  It is down to the 
tribunal to make these determinations.  When members of Parliament get a pay rise and a lot of heat from the 
media and the public who say that we are not worth the money we are getting, let alone an increase, it has been 
of some comfort to be able to say that we play no hand in it whatsoever and that an autonomous body makes 
these decisions.  We respect whatever the tribunal says.  We may not like what it says, but I personally respect 
what it says.  I am more than happy to leave my working conditions, salary and any other allowances that it 
believes are justified in its capable hands. 

I find this second car business anathema.  I am aware of a minister of the Crown who at one point had a second 
car that was used by a family member all the time.  Why was that?  It was because the minister did not have a 
driver�s licence and did not drive.  The minister had a ministerial car in which to be driven around everywhere, 
but that minister still claimed the second car.  I find that deplorable.  In my view it is an abuse of public funds.  I 
am more than happy for the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to look at issues like that.  I can see no purpose for 
a second car.  When I was a minister I had only one car, and that was it.  It was a car that either I or one of the 
garage drivers drove, depending on when it was needed and where I needed to go.  I could have had a second car 
under the rules, ostensibly for my electorate work.  I did not need one, but I could have had one.  I agree that it is 
ridiculous.  I never availed myself of that opportunity, because I thought it was wrong at the time, and I think it 
is wrong now. 

I do not think that parliamentary secretaries do a great deal more than many other members of this Parliament.  
As my colleague the member for Nedlands has said quite clearly, and I agree with her, shadow ministers in many 
portfolio areas do far more work without any assistance whatsoever.  Not an extra cent is put their way for any 
assistance in doing that work.  The view of this government and this minister is to never mind the shadow 
ministers or opposition; it will look after its own.  I find it deplorable that the minister bowed to such pressure 
from backbenchers in the caucus room for these extra few shekels; that is all it is really.  I do not think that they 
deserve it.  They should wear with honour the badge of being a parliamentary secretary.  I have seen many 
parliamentary secretaries over the years.  Most of them do not do much more work than any other backbencher, 
but they do get those extra perks, which is wrong. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You only say that because none of them is in the chamber at the moment. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would say that to anybody�s face, because they do not do anything.  If they are asked a 
question in this house, they have a pre-written answer from the minister in the other place.  That is the only time 
we would need a parliamentary secretary.  Having a parliamentary secretary in the same house as the minister is 
arrant nonsense. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Hon Sue Ellery has been very handy for me. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  She is in another house. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  She is, but she is a parliamentary secretary. 
Mr T. Buswell:  She does a very good job, I am told. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am sure that she will come through the ranks.  I know that she is favoured to be a 
minister, depending on the numbers in the caucus room.  She will be a minister at some stage.  Members must do 
the work if they want to become a minister; they must become a parliamentary secretary, do the work for love 
and do it because they want to do it for their party and the Parliament.  They should not be paid extra. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is outrageous that members in these positions are given extra money.  There is no point 
in the member laughing.  I did not know those members got extra money; in fact, I would like a list of every 
member of this house who gets money over and above a backbencher�s pay and what it is for. 
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Ms J.A. Radisich:  It is all printed. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Where? 
Ms J.A. Radisich:  It is in the SAT publication. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Are the names of the members there? 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  It would not give that information out. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I see.  I am asking for a list because I would like to know.  I did not know that members 
got extra money for doing that while I have been going around like a packhorse for years doing shadow 
ministerial work for nothing.  It is not that I want the money; I do not.  However, I see members sitting in this 
place with all these resources and they are doing nothing.  Hon Sue Ellery may work hard, but we all do.  
Frankly, if she is working for the Attorney General, she would have all the resources at her disposal that the 
Attorney General has; that is, 500 or 600 lawyers.  If the Attorney General had to write a piece of legislation, he 
could not do it.  This is all about perks for government members, parliamentary secretaries and committee 
chairmen.  In fairness, there should be a complete review of all the responsibilities that members of Parliament 
take on when they come into this house.  Shadow ministers work very hard with no resources.  We cannot pit 
that against parliamentary secretaries who have all the resources of a minister at their disposal.  Is there a 
parliamentary secretary to the Attorney General? 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Yes, Hon Sue Ellery. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  She would not have to write an opinion or a second reading speech, because it would all be 
done for her.  She would read those in the other place, just as the Attorney General does in this place.  I have 
nothing against Hon Sue Ellery at all.  She has always been very pleasant and prompt when I have asked her for 
anything.  The point is that the office of the Attorney General, for instance, has considerable resources and those 
resources are available to the parliamentary secretary.  I am sorry that there is not an amendment from my side of 
politics that would allow a complete review of all additional responsibilities for members of Parliament, other 
than for the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  I am not saying that to get any 
favouritism.  It is an enormous responsibility to be either the Leader of the Opposition or the Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Thank you. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is.  If they do not get us elected, they are judged as being failures. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is an enormous responsibility.  All the extra moneys that are available in addition to the 
ordinary income that members get as backbenchers in this Parliament should be completely reviewed and made 
open to public scrutiny. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will say few more words to pick up on some of the comments the member for Nedlands 
made.  She rightly said that parliamentary secretaries have all the resources of the minister they represent, 
whether it is in this house or the other place.  Ministers should not have representatives in the same house.  That 
is totally wrong.  It is a matter of giving jobs for the boys and girls to give them extra dosh and all the other 
things that go with it.  Many ministers will give a parliamentary secretary a ministerial office to work in. 
Mr P.B. Watson:  I don�t have one. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member can get one.  The member need only ask the minister and he will set aside 
for the member an office and all the perks that go with it, including a bar fridge and the rest of it.  I know how 
members opposite work. 

I will talk about the committee chairmen.  I do not believe that the committee chairmen should get paid more.  
Once again, they have all the research resources of Parliament made available to them.  A colleague of mine said 
during this debate that they also have the possibility of going on investigative travel, which is very often 
criticised by the media and by members of the public.  I think it is very worthwhile. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They are fact-finding missions. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They are fact-finding missions or whatever.  They can be very useful.  However, let us 
not kid ourselves; many members find them enjoyable.  Staff need to be provided to run those committees.  Why 
should members who serve on committees as ordinary members get paid extra?  It is part of their job.  I 
wholeheartedly agree with the member for Nedlands that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal should conduct 
an independent review of all areas of parliamentary work.  The Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition could get more.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is much too modest to ask for it.  I did 
the job for about three years and I can tell members that it causes one to become frazzled sometimes.  It is 
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necessary to spend a lot of time in the chamber, and the Leader and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition are 
responsible for organising the opposition�s strategy on what will be debated as a matter of public importance, 
private members� business and so forth.  They have more work to do than opposition backbenchers.  If there is 
any money going, those positions warrant it more than does the position of parliamentary secretary.  I hope that 
the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will look at it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It should be paid on performance.  The number of votes the opposition wins should 
determine how much its members get paid. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House does not get paid extra for being the Leader of the House 
because it falls within his other portfolios.  He does not get paid extra for that, but he receives a ministerial 
salary, a ministerial car and all the perks that go with being a minister, including a ministerial office.  I know 
what the trappings of government are like because I have been a minister.  They are very nice.  I would be 
dishonest if I said they were not.  Members should be satisfied with that.  The minister should resist giving in to 
the cats and dogs on the back bench who are howling at the government�s ankles asking for more. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I will expect you to vote against your party�s next amendment then.  Come and join us. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister does not know where I will be.  I am a man of thought, conviction and 
principle.  I will vote for what I believe is right for the people of Western Australia and for my constituents in 
particular. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  What about the position of parliamentary secretary to cabinet? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Don�t encourage him. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Do not start me on that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am fascinated by the argument being made for leaders of opposition business, and it 
should be pursued. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank my colleague for that. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  This is a debate about something we all heatedly agree on. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Certain things must be said in the chamber for the benefit of the public and for truth and 
honesty. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  So why are you standing? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House will never find me telling a lie in this place.  I am not stupid 
enough to do that.  I will not even say a lie outside the Parliament.  I try to tell the truth all the time.  The 
member for Albany said, �What?  Weren�t you the cabinet secretary?�  I was the cabinet secretary for about two 
and a half years before I became a minister.  I received extra money for being the cabinet secretary.  It was about 
a third more of a backbencher�s salary.  I was responsible for organising all the regional cabinet meetings. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Did you have any? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We had loads. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  I never saw any. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We had regional cabinet meetings in Albany.  I was responsible for organising that.  
Lesley Pinch, who is now the cabinet secretary, worked with me.  She is a lady of enormous integrity and for 
whom I have a lot of time.  Lesley Pinch, one other person and I organised the regional cabinet meetings.  We 
used to ask the local members to provide input about whether the cabinet needed to talk to any community 
groups, and we would organise that.  There were only three of us.  A big promise made by Geoff Gallop before 
he came into government was that the Labor Party would reduce the ministry from 17 to 14. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  We did. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The government has put it back up and increased the number of parliamentary secretaries.  
Nobody opposite will make an interjection on this, because they know it is the truth: the number of people in the 
cabinet office has ballooned enormously.  One of the Labor Party hacks gets paid $120 000 a year to do the job - 
not the job, because the person who did that job did it with integrity.  The Labor Party hack is called the manager 
for community liaison.  That is what I did and what other people did to organise regional cabinet meetings.  It is 
not just a matter of the $120 000 that she is paid; it is a matter of all the other staff who work for her.  I wonder 
how many of those people are Labor Party members or union members?  Quite a few I suggest.  That department 
spends about $1 million a year on churning out Labor Party political propaganda spin to help backbenchers in 
their marginal seats whenever they have regional cabinet meetings.  That is what happens.  That is an absolute 
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abuse of taxpayers� funds.  What about the hypocrisy?  The Labor Party said it would reduce the number of 
ministers from 17 to 14 and after a couple of years it realised that the ministers were not up to the job.  It was too 
much for them and so the number of ministers was increased to 17.  A Labor Party hack is given $120 000.  I 
would bet she has a credit card and a car.  She has all those things.  The Labor Party should be ashamed of itself.  
As a party, it espouses the values of not overspending public money.  That is why it gained office in February 
2001.  I say shame on the government.  All it has done since it has been in government is increase the number of 
ministers and Labor Party hacks who get paid by the taxpayer.  The government has increased the number of 
departments, which have ballooned.  It has churned out political spin at taxpayers� expense.  This is not just 
about the money paid to staff; it is about the cost of the propaganda spin that the Labor Party sends out to the 
public.  It is a disgrace.  If we are to save money somewhere, let us save it in that area.  Let us go back to 
respectability.   

Mr T. Buswell:  Less with less! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, more with less.  Ministers should be able to do more with less.  If they cannot, they 
should get out and let some decent people take over the job. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This debate has inspired me to write a letter to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Go on; you have a right to do that. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am going to.  I want to know who gets paid what in this place.  While we are analysing 
what shadow ministers, parliamentary secretaries and committee chairmen do and what resources they get, we 
will look at who debates the legislation in the house and how many people sit in the chamber and say nothing.  
We have not heard from some of the members in their first term.  They sit in this place all day with their mouths 
zipped shut.  They say nothing.  I dream of the coffees they have out in the courtyard.  I think there needs to be a 
complete review of the type of work they do.  How many members in this Parliament stand and debate 
legislation?  How many just sit and do nothing?  I want to know how many members are rorting the system and 
how many have bikes or scooters.  I will write to SAT and ask it to look at a whole range of duties and 
performances that are carried out in this house.  I reckon we should have deleted this provision altogether.  We 
should not be voting for any of it until there is a complete review. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  We can tell that it is a quarter past four on Thursday afternoon.  I have been worrying 
about getting some long service leave through all of this.  I am pleased that the minister has agreed to this 
amendment.  Will he go through the steps that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will go through and indicate 
the period in which it will look into this matter? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I do not know.  We are simply giving it jurisdiction - not by this amendment; this is to take 
away the interim amendment - to deal with it.  I presume it will get on with it and deal with it expeditiously, but I 
do not know. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  So it could be 12 months before a determination is made? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I would have thought it will do something before then, but I cannot commit it because it is 
an independent body.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It opens the way for SAT to look into it, but there is no direction on timing.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Timing or end result.  It might say that it agrees with the member for Hillarys, and they will 
get nothing.  I would have thought it would make a determination within the next three to six months but I do not 
know that. 

Mr T. Buswell:  The determination says that it is the intention of SAT to seek an analysis of the work value of 
the officers in question, those being chairmen of committees and parliamentary secretaries, and to review the 
remuneration in the short term. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I imagine it will go through the normal process of calling for public submissions so that 
anyone who wishes to comment will be able to do so. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I would expect so but I don�t know that for sure. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is quite important that people - 

Mr T. Buswell:  Generally, when it does a work value review, it employs some external consultants who come 
in and conduct a very thorough scientific work value review. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The parliamentary secretary may end up being paid more, so he should not complain.  It 
may be less but it may be the same or it may be more.  It is really important that people have the opportunity to 
have some input.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have the determination of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  It pays ministers 
a great deal more, so the minister probably should have looked at it.  There is an important paragraph in it saying 
why it wanted to knock off the distinct figure that is in the bill because it now relates to nothing.  I said in my 
speech on the second reading that I am a strong supporter of chairmen getting paid extra.  The amount of money 
stated in the bill does not relate to anything.  The only thing it relates to is a current payment.  The current 
payment has no hook to hang itself on.  The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal says so.  We would be better off 
dropping the figure. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have rolled over.  I�ve been beaten into submission.  I�m sure your oratory would have 
persuaded me to that point of view had I heard you. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am delighted that the minister has rolled over.  I am sorry I was not in the chamber 
to see the spectacle.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Clause 5 put and passed.   

Clause 6:  Section 4 amended - 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  This clause deals with changing the number of members of a party. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The National Party clause.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is the minor party clause.  It could apply to the Greens (WA) if they were able to have 
five members in the upper house, heaven forbid!  Notwithstanding that, my question is based around that 
scenario.  It says that there must be at least five members of Parliament, with the leader in the Legislative 
Assembly.  What would happen if there were five members of Parliament of the same political party in the upper 
house; for example, the Greens?  That was pointed out by one of my upper house colleagues and I thought I 
would raise it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am looking at the original Salaries and Allowances Act.  The amendment removes the 
requirement for it to be a party in the Legislative Assembly of at least five members, and the proposed section 
would read - 

the person who not being a Minister of the Crown is the leader in the Legislative Assembly of a party of 
at least 5 members of Parliament . . .  

The Greens will be delighted to know that the member for Vasse is looking after their interests.   

Mr T. Buswell:  Would a suggested alteration be to replace the words �Legislative Assembly� in the bill with 
�Parliament�?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  The clear intention was to ensure that a party that had five members of Parliament 
would be accorded minor party status.  That could be frustrated if there was a requirement to have members in 
both houses.  That is not what was intended.  I am indebted to the member for Vasse.  Accordingly, I move - 

Page 5, line 12 - To delete the words �Legislative Assembly� and insert the word - 

Parliament  

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  This is really a definition of officer of Parliament, which is where the matter arises.  
Currently, section 4 of the Salaries and Allowances Act provides - 

(2) For the purposes of this Act a person is an officer of Parliament if he is the holder for the time 
being of the office of - 

. . .  

(k) the person who not being a Minister of the Crown is the leader of a party in the 
Legislative Assembly of at least 5 members other than a party whose leader is the 
Premier or the Leader of the Opposition; 
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We propose to delete the words �of a party in the Legislative Assembly of at least 5 members� and replace them 
with the words �in the Parliament of a party of at least 5 members of Parliament�.  Paragraph (k) will then read - 

(k) the person who not being a Minister of the Crown is the leader in the Parliament of a 
party of at least 5 members of Parliament other than a party whose leader is the 
Premier or the Leader of the Opposition; 

The intent is very clear; that is, to ensure that a party that has five members of Parliament, however they are 
distributed between the two houses, is entitled to be accorded minor party status.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I ask the minister in that context: what is the definition of a party?  Is it the 
definition in the Salaries and Allowances Act?  During several stages of my time as a member of Parliament, a 
group of five people from both houses, for example Independents, could have loosely decided to get together as 
a party to require that sort of assistance.  The minister may recall that that basically occurred back in 1991 when 
Premier Carmen Lawrence at the time funded five people. 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  They still were funded.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Did they have a leader? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Of course they did; there was a different leader every day, but they still had a 
leader! 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is a bit like my little faction. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right; they had a fixed rotation policy.  All I am asking the minister is 
whether something like that can happen under this bill.  Personally, I am not opposed to it.  I just wondered 
whether the funding would be available to a combination of five members between the two chambers who were 
prepared to join in a loose affiliation and call themselves the �Independent Party� and to elect a leader. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are two relevant definitions in the act, one being the definition of a registered 
political party, and clearly the group the member for Avon is talking about would not be that.  However, funding 
for his coalition of Independents, if I can put it that way, would depend upon whether it met the definition of a 
�political party� in section 4 of the Electoral Act, which states - 

�political party� means - 

(a) a body corporate or other body or organisation (not being a body corporate or other body or 
organisation described in paragraph (b)) - 

That really refers to branches of political parties - 

having as one of the objects or activities of the body or organisation the promotion of the 
election to the Parliament of this State of a candidate or candidates endorsed by it or by a body 
or organisation that forms part of it . . .  

It might theoretically be possible if a five-member coalition of Independents existed to promote the election of 
Independent members to the Parliament.  That is probably the best advice I can give the member, but I have not 
had an opportunity to seek detailed advice on it. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It just occurred to me that it is probably possible. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes; I could not put it any higher than that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I suppose the main interest in this area basically comes down to funding.  Funding is 
obviously the most important thing in the minds of minor parties.  I am happy to talk about what the member for 
Avon said in a moment, but I ask the minister: who in the heads of government has the authority under these 
bills to dictate the funding to opposition parties?  The minister is aware that the Liberal Party was very unhappy 
with the way Geoff Gallop treated it when he came to government. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We were the official opposition.  We had the highest number of members on this side of 
the house.  We believed that we should have been treated fairly and should have had the same facilities as 
ministers, which is what government members got when they were in opposition.  We were just looking for 
fairness.  The government split that money - I think it gave two-thirds to the Liberal Party and one-third to the 
National Party.  As far as I am concerned, that was done with malicious intent to cause dissention among our two 
parties.  Certainly, from time to time that appears to have happened.  The minister should and must tell the house 
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today how he intends to fund the official or main opposition - he can call it what he likes - and any minor party 
of five members or more in the Parliament.  My colleagues would be very interested to know whether the 
minister intends to use the same sorts of tactics, if his government should be lucky enough to win the next 
election, and basically pay just two-thirds of the funding.  If a second minor party, for example the Greens (WA), 
had five members in the upper house - their leader could be anywhere in this building by the sound of this 
legislation - and if the minister were really malicious - although that is not in his nature, but it is in the nature of 
some of his colleagues - he could give a third to the Greens, a third to the National Party and a third to the 
Liberal Party.  That would be totally unfair and undemocratic.  I want the minister to give a commitment to the 
Parliament today that should the Liberal Party be the main opposition party after the next election, it will get full 
funds equal to a ministerial office.  The minister could then tell us how he intends to fund minor parties.  Will he 
fund them half each or 25 per cent each?  I think National Party members would want to know, unless the 
minister has done a deal with them; I do not know.  I know the minister has been talking to them. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I would not tell you if I had!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am sure the minister would not!  Loose lips sink ships.  I have to tell the minister that I 
would be the first to blab it off to everyone, because I do not like keeping schtum on any dirty deals that are 
done!  I sure the minister has done a deal with the National Party.  The minister should be honest with this 
chamber and tell us what he intends to do after the next election with funding for the Liberal Party - should we 
not win the election - and for the National Party, the Greens or any other party, such as that religious party, 
whatever it is called -  

Mr T. Buswell:  The Christian Democrats. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, or Family First.  After the next election there could be five members in this 
Parliament from Family First.  The minister needs to state very clearly what the funding will be.  The minister 
can start, if I can make a suggestion, with the major opposition party, which I assume will be the Liberal Party 
should the government be lucky enough - and the people of Western Australia be so unlucky - to win the next 
election.  Before I will vote for anything along these lines, the minister should be honest and tell the house today 
what he intends to do with party funding after the next election.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Six principles would be applicable in the circumstances the member has spoken about.  
First, there is no desire or intention to reduce the resources currently allocated to any political party should it be 
entitled to resourcing under the new arrangements after the next election.  To give an example, if the National 
Party has five members after the next election, we do not intend to reduce the resourcing that it currently enjoys.  
Therefore, the first important point that needs to be made is that there will be no reduction in resourcing.  The 
second principle is that if this bill is passed and there is public funding, public funding and party resourcing will 
be treated as two totally unrelated issues.  People should not get the two in any sense confused, or look upon 
them as being two parts of the one equation.  The third principle - this goes very much to the point the member 
for Hillarys has been talking about - is that the official opposition, or the non-government party that has the 
largest number of members in the Legislative Assembly, which is currently the Liberal Party - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Perhaps it should be in both houses, just to be consistent. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We are talking about the official opposition.  The official opposition is in this house.  It is 
not in the upper house.  Governments are formed in this house.  The official opposition, or the largest non-
government party in this house, will be given a staffing entitlement that is equivalent to that for a ministerial 
office, whatever that may be from time to time.  I think that is what the member is seeking.  The fourth principle 
is that if the official opposition is a coalition, the resources allocated to the official opposition will be shared 
between the coalition partners.  That was the situation in which Premier Gallop found himself in 2001.  It could 
be argued that at the beginning of 2001 and straight after the election there was no coalition.  However, the 
Liberal and National Parties went to the election as a coalition.  I think those days are long gone, but 
nonetheless -  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  In other words you can�t justify it any more! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The two parties are still sitting on the same side of the house.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Can I just say, for the edification of members, that on Monday when I addressed the South 
Australian cabinet about health reform, the Leader of the National Party was sitting there as a member of the 
Labor state cabinet in South Australia!   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  You mean the one member of the National Party in that state. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  She was the leader because there was no-one to challenge her! 
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Mr T. Buswell:  How can you be a leader when you have no-one to lead? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  She was a cabinet minister. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Don�t worry, minister!  That will be well known in the electorates of Western Australia in the 
run-up to the next election! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think it is a brilliant idea to have that broad coalition!  

Dr E. Constable:  What do you think is a brilliant idea?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What I saw in South Australia, with the Leader of the National Party sitting in a Labor 
cabinet! 

Mr T. Buswell:  Can you put a bit more on the record about that?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Indeed.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The agrarian socialists will fit in very comfortably with the left of the Labor Party, I am 
sure about that!   

Mr T. Buswell:  Have you had any discussions about that?  Have you tossed any ideas around so far? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the National Party is looking a bit uncomfortable, so I should probably 
move on! 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Not at all! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The fifth principle is that minor parties will be entitled to appropriate resourcing 
commensurate with their size.  I think members will be aware that recently the Greens sought, and had approved, 
even though there are only two of them, the appointment of a research officer to assist them in handling 
legislation through the Parliament. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  To assist them? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  To assist them in handling legislation through the Parliament.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  When can I get one?   

Mr T. Buswell:  But that is at your discretion. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is at the discretion of the Premier.  An approach was made, and that was done.   

The final principle is that I give a commitment to work with the Liberal Party to ensure that there is a proper 
understanding of the funding that should apply after the next election.  I do not know whether we will be in 
opposition or the Liberal Party will be in opposition, but whoever may be in opposition, these are the general 
principles that we agree should be applied.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Various members have spoken about the issue of resourcing.  The minister used the term 
�minor party status�.  Can the minister define that for me?  The minister may have done that in his last speech.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  It means five members in the Parliament. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  What if there are six?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It would still be a minor party. 

Mr T. Buswell:  A successful minor party! 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes!  There is the official opposition.  Any other party that has at least five members in 
either house of Parliament is a minor party.  Any party that has fewer than five members does not rate.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It may not rate as a parliamentary party, but it may be part of a party as defined in the 
Electoral Act. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Possibly, but not for the purpose of resourcing.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Since we are talking about resourcing, I want to put on the record that in at least two 
other jurisdictions that I know of, the federal Parliament and New South Wales - there may be others, but these 
are the only two I know of - the Independents have one extra staff member.  Resourcing can be looked at in 
many ways.  I ask the minister to ponder the possibility that in the next Parliament there was a minority 
government and the Independents held the balance of power.  What would the minister do about resourcing if 
that was the case? 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am sure it would not be a problem if that was the case!   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I think under those circumstances the member for Churchlands would be 
very well looked after, because regardless of which party was in government it would be seeking the member�s 
support!  Just to follow on from the minister�s comments, minor party status has nothing to do with the Salaries 
and Allowances Act.  It relates only to the leader of the party.  Minor party status is a government policy matter.  
It is a matter for the minister to twist the arm of the Treasurer and the Premier, no doubt  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It has been felt until now that the definition of minor party, which we are amending at the 
moment, was a significant constraint on any formal recognition.  That is why it is now being amended. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  So that it will flow on directly from what is in the Salaries and Allowances 
Act?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Does the minister envisage that the allocation of resources to a minor party 
would in any way relate to the size of that party?  A very relevant point was made about what would be the case 
if there were six members instead of five, or whatever.  To give a classic example, the National Party has five 
members in this place and one in the upper house.  Let us say that - God forbid - one of their members was hit by 
a harvester and there were only five of them -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That would be most unlikely in Nedlands!   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, or in Glendalough or somewhere else!  If there were only five members 
in the National Party, would the government reduce the resourcing for that party?  Conversely, if after the next 
election the National Party had - God forbid - 10 members, would the minister look at increasing the resourcing? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Two of the principles that I have referred to would apply in that case.  The first is that 
there would be no reduction in resourcing.  If the National Party had five members in either, or both, of the two 
houses of Parliament, it would continue to enjoy the same resourcing that it currently enjoys.  There would be no 
intention to reduce the current level of resourcing, notwithstanding that the current origin of National Party 
resourcing is a two-thirds, one-third split with the Liberal Party, because of the coalition arrangement that used 
to be in place.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It was not a coalition arrangement.  It was a Brian Burke arrangement.  The Liberal Party 
never agreed to that. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Okay.  Sorry.  I meant the arrangement that was in place for the coalition.   

The second principle that I spoke of was that other than for the official opposition, which currently is the Liberal 
Party, or the largest party in the Legislative Assembly, which is the government, the resources will be related to 
size.  That is the intention.  In the same way, at the moment an additional resource has been given to the Greens.  
There are only two Greens members, so they do not qualify for party status, but their fairly pivotal role in the 
upper house and the role they play in handling legislation warranted some additional form of assistance.  In 
terms of official parties, the number required is five members.  The National Party may well have five members 
between the two houses, so the National Party is okay; it will be looked after.  If the Greens managed to pick up 
a few extra seats and went back to the situation that existed prior to the 2005 election, I imagine it would be 
entitled to resourcing somewhat commensurate with what the National Party currently enjoys. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You are saying it is about one-third of a ministerial office for a party of five? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Something of that order.  The principle is related to size. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  As you say, the two Greens in the upper house play a pivotal role in the process.  Do 
the two Independents in the lower house not play the same pivotal role and, consequently, should they not be 
eligible for additional staff? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  They are individuals; the others are members of an organised party, albeit it does not have 
five members. 

Dr E. Constable:  Come on!  You cannot have it both ways. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes I can, if I want to! 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  If the member for Churchlands joined the Liberals for Forests, you would probably 
give them some resources? 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  As the member for Nedlands has said, it really is a question of making sure we do the 
right thing by people. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am happy with a lot of what the minister said, but I have a concern when he talks about 
coalitions, because a coalition is not a legal entity.  It is not a party and it is not registered as a party.  On the 
ballot papers and on the how-to-vote cards, whether for the lower or upper house, the National Party and the 
Liberal Party are completely different.  I would not have a clue as to whether there will be a coalition between 
the Liberal Party and the National Party at the next election.  The Leader of the National Party has said 
�absolutely not� from what I can gather.  I do not know whether he is still of that view. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Very much of that view. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He is very much of that view; he has confirmed that.  I do not have a problem with that.  
However, if the leadership in the National Party were to change and somebody else became leader and decided 
that the Nationals� best chance at the next election was to be in coalition, and the Liberals thought likewise, they 
would do so as an arrangement, not as a legal corporation or as an incorporated association.  It is nothing like 
that at all. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I can understand exactly the point you are making because in South Australia, even though 
the National Party sits in a Labor cabinet - all of its members are in the Labor cabinet - you would not suggest 
that they are in coalition. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is a matter of choice for the Labor Party in South Australia.  The Labor Party is 
obviously a bit short of numbers, so it had to try to woo the Nationals into bed with it.  I think the minister�s 
government did a great disservice to this Parliament, and certainly to the opposition parties, when it used the 
term �coalition� after the 2001 election and there was no coalition then.  There was a coalition of the two parties, 
which decided they were going to work together as a united team and try to win the 2001 election, but they lost.  
It was not an official party.  It was simply an agreement between the Liberals and the Nationals that they would 
have a united front, so to speak, and fight the common enemy, which is the Labor Party. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Thank you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Those are the facts of the matter.  I was told that the minister was the architect of what 
happened.  Poor old Geoff Gallop is no longer here with us in this Parliament, but he got the blame for it.  I am 
told that the minister was the shrewd one who was the architect of what happened.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Don�t believe everything you hear. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister�s attitude was, �Let the Liberals eat cake.  We will spread a bit of dissension 
between the Liberals and the Nationals.  We will give the Nationals half of what we were going to give the 
Liberal Party.�  I am concerned that there should be something more concrete in this bill in relation to the pure 
standing of parties, because a political party under the electoral legislation needs 500 members, I believe.  Five 
hundred members have to sign up.  Somebody said that 600 are needed because the Electoral Commission 
phones some of them and checks that they are actually legal members.  If someone signs up 500 people at a 
dollar a head, they can form a political party.  They can stand as a political party at the next election if they want 
to.  If they did that and managed to get five people into either of these houses - two here, three in the upper 
house, or whatever - they would get the same funding as the National Party gets at the moment.  However, if 
there were any mention of the word �coalition�, then unless the minister makes it quite clear that he will not use 
that same dirty, rotten tactic that he did in 2001 as an excuse to reduce the funding of Her Majesty�s official 
opposition, I would not be very happy and I am sure my colleagues would not be very happy either.  I would like 
a commitment from the minister that he will never use that tactic again as a government. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Never use that word again? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister knows what I am saying.  I want a commitment from him that he will not 
use those sorts of dirty tactics again against what is a very honourable, rather pleasant and awfully nice 
opposition. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that is what I just said! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I want to reinforce what the member for Hillarys has said.  A coalition is nothing more 
than an informal arrangement between political parties, whether they are in opposition or government.  It has no 
status; there is no binding agreement; it is simply an understanding to work together.  It is no different from what 
happens in European Parliaments, where there are quite complex coalitions of several parties and independents.  
It should play no role at all in the allocation of positions or funding in the Parliament.  It should be absolutely 
irrelevant.  I suspect that perhaps in the far distant future there will be complex coalition governments, some 
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broadly built around conservative or Liberal parties and some around Labor or socialist parties.  We are likely to 
see more complex parliamentary structures in the future.  I think the member for Hillarys has placed an 
important point on the public record and it extends also to playing games.  One of the most mean-spirited things 
I have ever seen in my parliamentary career was the treatment of my good friend the member for Leschenault 
when he was Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Goodwill has broken out everywhere, hasn�t it? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It has.  When he was Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the then Premier, Geoff Gallop, 
used that situation politically to undermine an allowance to which the member was lawfully entitled and which 
had been agreed to by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  It was exactly the same position as I found 
myself in in 1992 when we formed a coalition and I was Deputy Leader of the Opposition and Hendy Cowan 
became deputy leader of the coalition.  I was in exactly the same position as the member for Leschenault.  It was 
not an issue and it is quite proper that that allowance remained, because �coalition� had no status.  But no, Dr 
Gallop, the then Premier, used that politically.  He thought it was clever to take away an entitlement of $40 000 
annually.  In fact, he did not take it away - the member for Leschenault had little option but to decline it under 
public pressure.  He did not actually lose it.  That was not something to be proud of.  The member for 
Leschenault was legally entitled, and to this day he is legally entitled, to that money.  I do not think he has done 
so, but if he were to walk down to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and ask for that money, he would 
be legally entitled to it.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The point is, when someone starts playing politics with positions in the Parliament or the 
allocation of resources, all that does is take away someone�s legal entitlements.  That is one more example of 
why the determination of positions in Parliament, remuneration and the funding of parties, whether they are in 
government or opposition or on the cross-benches, or whatever might happen in future, needs to be totally 
independent of the executive of the day.  Dr Gallop abused that situation politically, as he did on another 
occasion in relation to the imprest travel account of a member of the upper house to the extent of leaking the 
arrangements to the media to discredit that member.  I thought that was appalling conduct by anyone, let alone a 
Premier.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It seems that I was a participant in both those events, and so I feel obliged to say 
something about it.  I agree that the most unsavoury part of being the Deputy Leader of the Opposition at the last 
election was seeing the member for Leschenault lose his salary when he should never have done so.  It was a 
total injustice.  The debate revolved around me being the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and, therefore, being 
entitled to the salary.  I was never the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party.  In fact, I attended no Liberal Party 
meetings and I had no input whatsoever into the Liberal Party process.   

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There are a few things I could say to the member. 

Mr T.G. Stephens:  No, I am going now! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I want to put on the record that it was a very ordinary moment.  The member for 
Leschenault was extremely hard done by and should never have lost his salary. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Section 6 amended and transitional provisions - 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I move - 

Page 5, line 21 - To insert after �the Chairman� the following - 

, Deputy Chairman or a member 

This is an interesting small amendment that was requested in the Liberal Party room by a number of my 
colleagues who are active in committees or have had a history in committees, predominantly from the other 
place.  They made a couple of very good points.  Section 6B of the Salaries and Allowances Act refers to the 
payment of additional moneys for certain positions.  It refers to the payment of remuneration to members of 
committees of a house or joint committees of both houses.  However, the bill before us takes from the Salaries 
and Allowances Tribunal the right to make a determination about remunerating members of committees.  I think 
that is serious.  At the moment, members of committees of the Parliament are entitled to be considered by the 
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SAT in its determinations.  This bill takes that right away from every committee member in this Parliament.  I 
am interested to understand why there has not been more of a reaction from all the members involved in 
committee work.  The government has done this quite clearly in response to the SAT determination that it cannot 
make a determination for committee chairmen because its legal advice is that the act provides for it to make a 
determination only for members of committees.  This bill takes away the right of the SAT to deal with 
committee members and says that it can deal only with committee chairs.  For a brief time I was a member of the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee and that left me in no doubt whatsoever that members are entitled 
to absolutely nothing!  However, I put that down to the guidance and productivity of our chairperson.  
Notwithstanding that, some of my colleagues in the other place have suggested to me that the role of a 
committee member in this Parliament should be given value, or at least the SAT should have the capacity to give 
them value.  Their view is that members of Parliament may make a valid career choice to immerse themselves in 
the committee system.  They may decide to become heavily involved in the very valuable work that committees 
do in this Parliament.  They believe that, if they take that path, they should be provided with additional salary, 
subject to the SAT�s determination.  I am not suggesting for one minute that they should be paid more.  
However, I am saying that if the SAT determines that they should be remunerated, well and good.   

In conclusion, I point out to the minister that this makes no change to the current capacity of the SAT to make a 
determination, because currently the SAT can make a determination for members of committees.  It has for 
whatever reason chosen not to do it.  All this says is that it may not be fair to exclude the members from 
additional remuneration. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is our intention to finish this bill tonight and there are two messages with which the 
house has to deal before we adjourn.  I hope that will not take very long.  I hope that the member for Hillarys and 
the member for Nedlands will join with the government in opposing this amendment, in the light of the speeches 
that they made earlier today.  The intent of this amendment is to enable ordinary members of committees of the 
Parliament and deputy chairs to be remunerated.  The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has drawn attention to 
the fact that there are jurisdictional limitations on it making a determination for parliamentary secretaries and 
chairs of committees.  Therefore, this bill seeks to give it the jurisdiction to make determinations for those 
people who have been paid historically.  In its most recent determination, the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 
made it quite clear that it thought work on committees was part of the ordinary work of a member of Parliament.  
It said that it had doubts about whether additional remuneration should be provided.  The amendment proposed 
by the member for Vasse simply goes too far in providing for what I regard to be the ordinary work of the 
Parliament.  I have served on committees of the Parliament.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It will enable the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to provide extra remuneration for 
ordinary members of parliamentary committees and for deputy chairs.  That is why I think it goes too far and 
certainly offends - 

Mr T. Buswell:  At the moment the SAT can make a determination for committee members. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  And it has refrained from doing so.  How are we taking it away? 

Mr T. Buswell:  It has said that it is its intent to seek an analysis of the work value of the members in question 
and review the issue in the short term.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes. 

Mr T. Buswell:  That is what the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has said.  The minister is right; the Salaries 
and Allowances Tribunal has said that it may well raise the issue of whether membership of committees is an 
integral part of a member�s work and, hence, whether that should be reflected in a member�s base salary. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I take the view that it is.  I urge members, therefore, to not agree to this amendment but 
simply give the tribunal the power to determine remuneration for those people for whom it has historically 
provided additional remuneration; that is, chairmen of committees and parliamentary secretaries. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Does the amendment expand that? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The amendment seeks to add a deputy chairman or a member to the people who come 
within the jurisdiction.  The member for Vasse is quite right when he says that what we are deleting are members 
of committees of the house or of joint committees of both houses.  The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has 
said that it has the power to determine remuneration for members of committees but does not have the power to 
determine something for a chairman of a committee.  The tribunal has basically said that it wants to do that.  I 
think that is appropriate, given the roles played by chairs of committees.  We have reworded the clause in such a 
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way as to give the tribunal the power to do that for chairs of committees, because the tribunal has taken the view 
that members of committees would require a uniform determination, which means that a member of a committee 
would get an extra so many thousand dollars and the tribunal would not have the power to provide differential 
rates. 

Mr T. Buswell:  The tribunal has not determined that they should not be paid extra; it has just said that it has not 
been told to determine it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It has never used the power that it has. 

Mr T. Buswell:  It has specifically said that it wants to evaluate the work of the office in question. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The tribunal has said that it might well be that the work of an ordinary member of 
Parliament includes committee work.  It has never exercised the power. 

Mr T. Buswell:  It says that it is about to have a look at it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We think that we need to quite expressly say that chairs of committees and parliamentary 
secretaries ought to be within the tribunal�s jurisdiction.  I do not think it is necessary to go into a purely 
speculative area in which the tribunal has never said that anything in addition should be provided. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  After the passage of this bill, will the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal have the 
capacity to remunerate committee members? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Other than chairs, no. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You are ignoring the fact that in every Parliament some members refuse to sit on 
committees.  You do not encourage members to sit on committees.  Some members sit on two or three 
committees because others will not do it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The fact is that there is no remuneration for ordinary members of committees.  The view 
has been that it is part of an ordinary member�s work. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Before we conclude debate on this amendment, I point out to the minister and the house 
that the minister is right when he says that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has said that membership of 
committees may well be an integral part of a member�s work and, hence, is reflected in a member�s usual salary.  
It has also said that it is its intention to seek an analysis of the work value of the offices in question to review 
these matters.  The fact that the tribunal has chosen not to review it thus far is not an issue. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  If your amendment is not passed, the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will be prevented from 
looking at individual committee members. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is right.  The tribunal will be able to make a determination only in relation to 
committee chairs. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It will strip the tribunal of that power. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is right.  My argument is that if we are to let the tribunal look at committee chairs, 
why not let it look at the role of committee members. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is a very good question, and I will join the member for Nedlands in drafting some 
correspondence to the tribunal on that matter.  The matter before us is quite specific. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  May I say, in the interests of time, that if there is an indication, particularly from the 
National Party, of its view on this - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  We will support the amendment. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Let�s get on with it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have a problem with clause 7 in general terms, because we have already deleted on page 
3 the money that the minister wanted to pay to parliamentary secretaries. 

Mr T. Buswell:  There is another amendment on the notice paper. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is coming. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It deals with the $6 950. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Yes.  We will give it to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal and then take away the 
Parliament�s ability to give that $6 950. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My concern - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If you sit down, we will fix it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  �Believe me, I am a politician�! 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I did make the offer. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Let me ask one simple question then.  I will be happy to support the amendment if we are 
not taking any jurisdiction away from the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal and we are not instructing, 
compelling or in any way trying to influence it into recommending a remuneration for any serving member of 
Parliament simply by the passage of this bill. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Will the minister give me that absolute assurance? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The next two amendments will achieve that. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I move - 

Page 5, line 25 to page 6, line 11 - To delete the lines. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Minister for Electoral Affairs), and transmitted to the 
Council. 
 


