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PARLIAMENTARY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 September. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [7.43 pm]:  This bill has three 
main purposes.  The first is to provide some level of remuneration for parliamentary secretaries.  I hear loud 
cheers from some quarters in this chamber for that aspect of the bill.  The bill deals also with the recognition of 
minor parties in the Parliament, and their resourcing.  It deals also with remuneration for committee chairs, 
deputy chairs and members.  I will deal with each of those parts of the legislation separately. 

The opposition supports the bill.  However, I should say at the outset that one of the reasons for this bill was the 
recent determination of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  That determination caused some consternation in 
some quarters, and, indeed, in my own quarter, because I was one of those fortunate persons who received 
additional remuneration as a result of holding higher office.  However, instead of taking the option of being 
given a second motor vehicle, I chose to get an extra $6 900, or something like that.  That was taken away by the 
last determination.  I did not read much about that in the media.  I guess the media thought that was fair and 
reasonable.  However, even though the media reported that we got a big pay rise, the end result was a pay 
decrease for all those office holders who had been receiving that particular amount of money.  I have read the 
determination of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal in this matter.  I will come back to that later.   

I was a member of this place when the then government made the decision in the late 1980s that all members of 
Parliament would be provided with a motor vehicle as part of their employment package, as it were.  Prior to 
that, members had to provide their own motor car.  That generally came out of the member’s electorate 
allowance.  At the same time, to maintain the relativities of salaries between office holders and backbenchers, 
office holders were given the option of getting a second motor vehicle.  When that became a nonsensical 
situation for many members, they were given the option of getting the money instead.  That allowed the 
relativities of salaries between office bearers and backbenchers to be maintained.  That is my understanding of 
why that was done at the time.  It would have been better had office bearers been compensated just by increasing 
their salaries if that was thought appropriate.  However, it was not done in that way.  It has been a nonsense in a 
sense, but it has become part of the system.  Indeed, I think it was the Carmen Lawrence government that made 
the decision to provide a motor car to chairmen of committees and parliamentary secretaries.  This bill seeks to 
sort out some of the problems that have arisen as a consequence of that decision.   

I will begin by talking about parliamentary secretaries.  I have had to refresh my memory about how we got 
parliamentary secretaries in the first place.  It goes back to 1990 when then minister David Parker was required 
to resign by virtue of his misbehaviour as highlighted by the royal commission into WA Inc and other issues.  
His resignation left a vacancy in the cabinet.  Instead of appointing another minister to replace David Parker, the 
then government took the view that it would appoint three parliamentary secretaries.  At the time the three 
parliamentary secretaries were located in the Legislative Council to provide assistance to the then beleaguered 
three ministers in the Legislative Council.  If my memory serves me correctly, Hon Tom Stephens, Hon Mark 
Nevill and Hon John Halden were appointed parliamentary secretaries at that time.  An announcement was made 
in the Legislative Council about the appointment of those three persons.  The following day, the then President, 
Hon Clive Griffiths, made a ruling about parliamentary secretaries.  That ruling was to the effect that the carriage 
of government legislation in this house is the responsibility of ministers and cannot be transferred to unofficial 
members.  The ruling referred to is at page 6896 of Hansard of Wednesday, 31 October 1990.  Therefore, even 
though the government had announced that at least three parliamentary secretaries would be appointed to assist 
in the passage of legislation in this house, the then President ruled that parliamentary secretaries could not handle 
legislation on behalf of the government, because they were unofficial members in that sense.  The President’s 
ruling was that the only people in the Legislative Council who could handle business on behalf of the 
government were government ministers.  Therefore, legislation was brought into the Parliament in 1990 to 
enable parliamentary secretaries to do the things they now do.  That legislation was passed by the Legislative 
Council on 31 October 1990.  The debate on that legislation lasted from 9.37 pm to 10.18 pm.  It was not a 
lengthy debate by any means.  However, it was interesting to read the debates and to consider what happened 
then compared with what is happening now.  The legislation that was introduced in those days deliberately 
provided that parliamentary secretaries would receive no remuneration.  The then Lawrence government made a 
deliberate decision that parliamentary secretaries would not get paid an allowance other than for expenses 
incurred by virtue of their appointment as a parliamentary secretary.  Indeed, the opposition took the view that 
they should have been paid.  I have read some of the debates of the time.  Hon George Cash suggested that 
parliamentary secretaries should be paid because of the nature of their work.  The government, which was trying 
to create the impression that it was somehow or other being careful with the state’s finances, said that it would 
not appoint a new minister to replace Hon David Parker.  It argued that it would create three positions of 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 18 October 2006] 

 p7143b-7152a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Barry House; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [2] 

parliamentary secretaries, which would cost the taxpayer nothing because the parliamentary secretaries would be 
provided with expenses of just $1 500, but would not receive an additional salary.  They probably get about the 
same amount today.  The government took the high moral ground.  The legislation also abolished the notion of 
honorary ministers.  I will refer to my comments on that matter in a moment.  I opposed the decision to get rid of 
honorary ministers because I believed that they could provide a very useful role in certain circumstances.  
However, the government at that time took the view that it would appoint parliamentary secretaries by statute 
and get rid of honorary ministers.  As I said, the government made the deliberate decision that the parliamentary 
secretaries would not be paid an extra allowance.  Since that time they have not been paid because there is no 
provision for that.  However, in the dim distant past, somebody - I suggest it was the Lawrence government - 
decided that that motor vehicles would be provided to parliamentary secretaries as a means of providing 
assistance to them and to reflect the fact that some of them worked extremely hard. 

I read a very good speech that was made in October 1990 by me!  I thought that the parliamentary secretary, who 
is handling the bill, would be pleased to know what I said.  Some things take a long time to arrive, and some 16 
years later this speech has arrived.  I said - 

The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal ought to be given the task of determining, based upon the duty 
statements prepared, an allowance and salary for the persons appointed. 

I was referring to parliamentary secretaries - 

I do not believe that the Premier should decide whether these persons should be paid an allowance.  It is 
not his or her role to make those sorts of decisions.  All our salaries, allowances and other benefits of 
office are determined by an independent organisation, in this case the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal.  The same thing should apply to the Parliamentary Secretaries.  It would be necessary for the 
Government to provide the tribunal with a duty statement indicating what is expected of these members.  
It would then be for the tribunal to make a decision about the allowances and any additional salary these 
persons should be paid.  My argument is that the allowances and salary paid to the Parliamentary 
Secretary of the Cabinet would be the appropriate level of payment for persons appointed to these 
positions. 

I was a Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet at one time in my political life, and I thought there was a 
similarity between the roles.  I will continue reading from Hansard.  Mr Berinson interjected and asked - 

Do you know off-hand how much that is? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It was about $6 000 a year extra salary in my day, so I expect it is about 
$10 000 now. 

Hon George Cash:  About $18 000. 

Hon J.M. Berinson:  Hon Tom Stephens is interested in the possibility of Hon Norman Moore moving 
an amendment. 

That was typical of Joe Berinson.  Hon Tom Stephens was waiting for someone to give him $18 000 for the job.  
As members know, Hon Tom Stephens is a great consumer of resources!  I then said - 

It did cross my mind that I might move an amendment, but I do not think the Government should use 
the Opposition to get itself out of the bind it got itself into when the Premier decided not to appoint an 
additional Minister when one resigned and instead appointed three Parliamentary Secretaries before 
finding out she could not do that, anyway, because legislation was not in place to enable her to do so.  
What we are doing here is something for the Premier, who is trying to indicate to the public by not 
appointing a new Minister that she is somehow saving the Government money.  That may be short 
sighted and, as Hon Eric Charlton pointed out, the circumstances surrounding the decision to appoint 
these persons were political.  The way these jobs operate in future, and after they have been tried for 
some time and we know more about what the people appointed are doing and what their duties involve, 
may result in the legislation being amended to provide for the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to 
determine the allowances and salaries these persons should receive. 

Some 16 years later it has finally arrived.  That was some foresight. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Great vision. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right.  I do not know why we did not do something about it when we were 
in government.  However, that is history. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Did you have parliamentary secretaries? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, hundreds. 
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Hon Murray Criddle:  Not in this house. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We had one in this house and several in the other house.  I will refer to the issue of 
how many parliamentary secretaries a government can have, because that is an important element.  I ask the 
parliamentary secretary to indicate whether the government has in its collective mind a ceiling on the number of 
parliamentary secretaries that can be appointed.  It seems to me that if the government wanted to be silly about 
this matter, it could make all its backbenchers parliamentary secretaries and give them an extra salary.  It would 
be great for government members but it would not be so good for the opposition.  That would be one way a 
government could give all its backbenchers some extra money. 
The reason this bill is before us is not due to my foresight some 16 years ago but due to the fact that on 
23 August 2006 the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal made a determination to get rid of the $6 900 that was 
being made available to parliamentary secretaries and office holders.  As I said, the determination came down on 
23 August, which was the day before my birthday.  I did not think it was a great birthday present to lose $6 900.  
However, as everybody knows, members of Parliament get paid far too much anyway and we should be grateful 
for small mercies! 
I will quote from the Government Gazette No 147 of 23 August, which is called a “special” Government Gazette.  
There is nothing special about it in my view, but that is another story.  It states - 

The Tribunal is mindful of the submissions addressing the need for Members holding some offices 
additional to those listed in the above table - 

That is the table of office holders - 
to receive additional remuneration - in particular, the offices of Parliamentary Secretaries and 
Committee Chairs were mentioned.  The Commonwealth Parliament and some of the other states and 
territories remunerate the Chairs of Committees. 
In this context, it must be noted that the Tribunal cannot remunerate Parliamentary Secretaries because 
of legislative prohibition (Section 44A(4) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899).  There is also 
a legislative impediment to the Tribunal only remunerating Chairs of Committees (Section 6(1)(b) of 
the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975).  In relation to any additional remuneration for committee work, 
legal advice obtained by the Tribunal indicates that any remuneration granted must be common to 
Chairs and committee members alike.  This raises an issue of whether membership of committees is an 
integral part of Members’ work and hence reflected in their base remuneration. 

It states on page 3484 - 
The Tribunal reviewed the payment of $6,950 to Members who choose not to access a Government 
vehicle or who are not entitled to do so because of a vehicle they receive for an office they hold.  Such a 
payment was originally provided to assist Members to cover the cost of using their own vehicle for 
official parliamentary business, prior to their being provided with a Government vehicle.  The quantum, 
when first set, was comparable with the cost of running a motor vehicle.  This is no longer the case and 
each Member is now entitled to a motor vehicle; hence the original intent of the allowance no longer 
exists. 

I dispute that.  I do not think that is how it happened at all, but I may be wrong.  It continues - 

Generally the allowance has become regarded by Members as a de facto compensatory remuneration 
for office holders.  Indeed, each submission which advocated the retention of the allowance represented 
it in this way.  No submission was received which argued for the allowance to be retained for its 
original purpose. 

Had I known what the tribunal thought the original purpose of it was, I would have made a submission.  I think it 
got it wrong, but that is another story.  It continues - 

The Tribunal has determined to cease it with effect on and from the end of the first pay period after the 
issuing of this determination. 

In one fell swoop it took away $6 900 from a lot of members.  The government has introduced this legislation to 
fix that problem.  Originally, the Minister for Electoral Affairs, who is responsible for this legislation, 
determined that the legislation should specify an amount of money, such as $6 900, and the opposition was 
opposed to that proposition.  The Assembly agreed to amend the legislation to remove that amount.  It was a 
sensible approach because what I and the opposition strongly believe is that remuneration should be paid, if the 
tribunal thinks it is appropriate, and that amount should be decided by the tribunal.  This legislation provides for 
the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to make a determination to remunerate parliamentary secretaries for the 
position and not just reimburse them for expenses incurred.  It is the most appropriate way to deal with this 
matter.  Some parliamentary secretaries in this house work extraordinarily hard.  In their parliamentary duties 
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they work a lot harder than some of the ministers in this house, because of the way in which the legislative 
process works.  Hon Sue Ellery, who handles legislation for the Attorney General, Minister for Health and 
Minister for Electoral Affairs and who seems to have priority for the legislative program, is forever handling 
legislation in this chamber.  Without mentioning names, I cannot remember when some of the ministers in this 
place last handled a bill.  However, outside this chamber their roles are quite different and in that context the 
ministers are far busier than parliamentary secretaries.   

A very proper argument can be made for parliamentary secretaries to be remunerated, and remunerated well.  It 
is an onerous job.  Those who have had the job will know that, in most instances, that is the case.  In the past 
there have been some parliamentary secretaries who, because of the nature of their particular jobs, should not 
have been paid anything.  I note that in the past some parliamentary secretaries have not done anything.  The 
volume of legislation they handle depends upon the minister to whom they are parliamentary secretary.  The 
opposition will support the proposition contained in this bill.   

I repeat again that it is important that we have an indication of whether there should be a limit to the number of 
parliamentary secretaries.  We have in legislation a limit to the number of ministers; that is, 17.  It is set in law.  
In 1977, in the days of the Sir Charles Court government and when I became a member, a couple of honorary 
ministers were appointed because the legislation provided for only 13 ministers and the then government wanted 
to appoint more ministers.  Therefore, two honorary ministers were appointed.  It is interesting that the other 
ministers had to contribute from their pay packets towards the extra salary of the honorary ministers.  An 
important part of the parliamentary process is that the Parliament decides on the number of ministers, but there is 
no provision for the number of parliamentary secretaries.  The government should think seriously about that.  I 
do not think I have the capacity on this occasion to move an amendment to that effect.  I make it very clear to the 
government that it would be inappropriate for this government, or a future government, to decide to give extra 
money to its backbenchers, or a vast number of them, by appointing 15 or 18 parliamentary secretaries,.  The 
way the government has appointed parliamentary secretaries in this house seems to be appropriate, but we do not 
need too many more of them.  I am interested to know whether the government has a view on that before we go 
much further.   

The second part of the legislation relates to the recognition and resourcing of small parties.  Without being 
disrespectful, this clause could be termed the National Party clause.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  I hope so.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  As members know, back in 1986 the Salaries and Allowances Act provided that, to 
be recognised as a small parliamentary party, a party had to have seven members in the Legislative Assembly.  A 
bill was passed in 1986 that changed that requirement from seven to five members to reflect the circumstances of 
the National Party in the Assembly at that time.  I did some reading of Hansard to find out what the Liberal 
Party said on that occasion.  Bill Hassell was the Leader of the Opposition at that time, and members who know 
him will be aware that he does not make very short speeches.  He has the capacity to talk at great length and, I 
might add, with great intellect.  On this occasion he stood up and said, “The opposition supports the bill”, and he 
sat down.  To me that was Bill Hassell’s way of saying that the opposition actually did not support it, but it had 
no choice.  That is now history, as it was 20 years ago, and the decision was made that to qualify for small party 
status, a party needed to have five members in the Legislative Assembly.  That satisfied the National Party at the 
time and it was recognised as a small party and resourced accordingly.  I will come back to current resourcing 
later because it is an issue over which the government needs to be beaten up.   
This bill provides that a party is not required to have five members in the Assembly, but it must have five 
members in total, be they in the Legislative Assembly, Legislative Council or both, for it to be resourced as a 
small party.  An amendment was made in the other house to remove the requirement that the leader of a small 
party had to be a member of the Assembly.  That was suggested by the opposition to help the Greens if, in the 
future, the circumstances arise in which, regrettably, there are five of them in this chamber. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I am watching our leader.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It might worry Mr Grylls if the Leader of the National Party could be a member in 
this place.  I would be quite happy to nominate Hon Murray Criddle, if it will be of any help to him.  I am 
concerned about where Mr Grylls is taking the National Party in the context of the conservative parties in 
Western Australia.   
This bill provides that a small party will be recognised if it has five members in Parliament.  It does not matter 
where the leader comes from, he or she will be remunerated as the leader of a small party.  I will be interested to 
know from the parliamentary secretary when this will take effect.  My understanding is that the bill will 
commence on the day it receives royal assent.  I presume that means that if, for some reason, there is a by-
election and the National Party loses, someone like Hon Murray Criddle can be part of that party in this session 
of Parliament.  Does it mean that the Greens will have the ability to convince four or five members of the Labor 
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Party to join them so that they can be a party in this session of Parliament?  I would like to know when it 
commences.   
As an aside, I indicate that I am very angry, and have been for the past six years, at the way in which the Liberal 
Party has been treated by the government in its position as the official opposition.  As members know, in the 
Richard Court government days a decision was made to offer the opposition the choice of having a set number of 
staff members as part of the opposition’s office or a quantum amount of money that would be the same cost but 
which the opposition could choose how to use.  In those days the opposition chose the lump sum, and it was able 
to organise the configuration of its office and appoint the staff it needed to meet its requirements.  After the 
election in 2001, the government made the decision that there were two parties in opposition.  As a result, the 
funds set aside for the opposition party was divided between the Liberal Party and the National Party.  Two-
thirds of the money went to the Liberal Party and one-third to the National Party.  In effect, the official 
opposition, which is the Liberal Party, gets two-thirds of the money that the official opposition prior to 2001, the 
Labor Party, got to run its affairs.  It is an absolutely outrageous proposition.  One of the victims of this 
proposition was me.  Every Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Council for as long as I know had been 
provided with a driver, and I have had neither a driver nor anything else from this government.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I did not have a driver either as the Leader of the Opposition.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Someone must have taken that away from the now Leader of the House, because the 
person who preceded him did.  I will not complain about that because I will wear it.  The principle that I argue is 
that the official opposition is the party with the majority of members in opposition, and it should be remunerated 
and resourced in the same way as any other opposition.  If it happens that another party is recognised as a small 
party, it should be provided with funds by virtue of the fact that it is another party.  It could be the National 
Party, the Greens (WA), or anybody.  Had this legislation been in place before the last election and had there 
been five Greens in this house - let us say the Labor Party was in opposition - would the Leader of the House 
have been happy if we as the government had said, “The Greens have five members so they can have one-third 
of the money that you were getting as the official opposition”?  I suspect the Leader of the House would not have 
been happy.  He would have been very unhappy.  It might happen some time in the future because I will be 
saying to my colleagues that come the next election and come the demise of the Labor Party, it should be given 
two-thirds of the amount of money set aside for the official opposition.  The one-third that is left over can be 
divided amongst the small parties around the place, because they may well be in opposition to us.  Indeed, the 
Greens might well be happy to have a slice of the action.  They have been given a little slice of the action in 
recent times, but they would get a much bigger slice of the action because they would be part of the opposition, 
just as it is claimed now that the National Party is part of the opposition.  I will be vigorously arguing that 
because I would love to see the Labor Party starve to death in opposition by virtue of the fact that it has set the 
rules and it has to live by them.  I understand that some agreement has been reached as a result of negotiations 
between the parties that this matter might be fixed up after the next election.  I can guarantee the Leader of the 
House that it will be fixed after the next election. 

Another important aspect of the bill again comes from the determination of the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal.  Somehow or other its legal advice about remuneration for the chairpersons of committees created 
some difficulty.  I cannot for the life of me work out what the problem is because we made a deliberate decision 
in this Parliament to give the tribunal the power to provide additional remuneration to chairs of committees.  It 
seems the wording of the legislation has caused the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal some difficulty.  I have 
been arguing since I came here that chairs of standing committees should be remunerated.  Indeed, in the 
Legislative Council we should see that as an alternative career path for members who may not be ministers.  We 
should be making the appointment of the chair of a committee something members aspire to, not just because the 
committees have significant power and capacity to make decisions, but because it is a career path that members 
might seek to follow and one that it is worth doing because there is a reasonable remuneration attached to it.  The 
more we do to enhance the authority and prestige of our standing committees, the better for this chamber. 
When we passed the legislation to allow the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to make a judgment about these 
things, I was surprised, firstly, that it never did and, secondly, to read its latest determination, which says it is 
having some difficulty with the wording.  This bill provides that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal may 
provide additional remuneration for chairmen, deputy chairmen and members of standing committees or joint 
standing committees, and I think that is appropriate.  My view is that chairmen and deputy chairmen probably 
have a better case than members of committees, but that is for the tribunal to determine.  I hope that once this 
legislation is passed the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will very quickly do an assessment of the work of 
chairmen of committees of both houses and make an interim decision about providing them with additional 
remuneration.  I am not going to suggest how much it should be; that is the tribunal’s job.  Similarly with 
parliamentary secretaries, the quicker the tribunal does something about that, the better.  I know there are some 
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people who would support that vigorously.  I would be inclined to the view, although I do not generally support 
retrospectivity in these things, that if the tribunal makes a decision to provide remuneration for these persons - 
Hon Sue Ellery:  Go, Norman! 
Hon Norman Moore:  - it is important that there be some retrospectivity in respect of those who have lost 
remuneration as a result of this determination.  That would not apply to chairmen and deputy chairmen of 
committees but it would apply to parliamentary secretaries because they are still doing the job; they have just 
lost the money.  I think the tribunal should make a quick decision about committee persons and apply it from the 
day of the determination. 
Now that I have the parliamentary secretary very enthused about our views on this matter, I indicate to the 
chamber that we support the legislation.  It demonstrates a changing of the circumstances.  As I said, when 
parliamentary secretaries were first created, there was a deliberate decision to provide no funds.  Now we know, 
after 16 years, how much work many of them do.  It is only appropriate that they should be provided with 
additional funds and it is appropriate that the determination should be made by the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal and not by the Parliament. 
I am very pleased that the government saw fit in the other house to accept a number of amendments moved by 
the opposition.  Now we have a bill in proper form that is appropriate and should be supported.  It will show the 
tribunal that Parliament has determined that it can provide additional remuneration to certain office holders of 
Parliament.  It can go away and decide how much the remuneration is, and the funds should be provided as soon 
as possible.  If the tribunal decides that these office holders are not entitled to any extra money, that is the luck of 
the draw.  It is the organisation that decides these things and we need to accept its determination. 
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.16 pm]:  I support the bill.  Hon Norman Moore has covered the 
first section at great length so I will not go into any detail, except to say I support the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal having the opportunity to determine the remuneration paid to parliamentary secretaries and to chairmen 
and members of committees.  I have served on committees a number of times.  I think I have been on most of the 
committees of this house over a period of time.  There is a lot of work involved in committee procedure and 
members certainly deserve recognition for that.  Having acted in this house for other ministers in a number of 
portfolios, I can say that an enormous amount of work has to be done.  One has to acquaint oneself with those 
portfolios, which is not an easy thing to do when one is not the minister.  Representing people is quite an onerous 
task.  I certainly concur with the proposal in this bill to allow payment of parliamentary secretaries.  As has been 
pointed out, some parliamentary secretaries have a greater workload than others, but it is difficult to sort out who 
does the most work.  Nevertheless, the role is an important one.  In this house we cover a large amount of 
legislation in detail.  It has been pointed out that in this term of government we have gone into an enormous 
amount of detail in regard to committee work.  That is one of the things that happen in this house given the 
number of parties and the number of amendments that come forward.  Not all the amendments have come from 
those parties, I might add.  The government has put forward quite a number of amendments itself.  It all adds to 
the workload of parliamentary secretaries.   
Needless to say, the National Party supports the move to give a party with five or more members of Parliament 
in either house the opportunity to receive funds to carry on its work.  I think this reflects the Greens’ position in 
the last Parliament.  That was part of the discussion I had with the Attorney some months ago when this was first 
mooted.  The party leader and I were also involved in some discussions with him.  The role of the minor parties, 
as I said, now that there has been a change in the distribution of the seats, may well be a very important one.  It is 
important to get the legislation right; it is important for the smaller parties to get their arguments right when they 
come into the chamber.  In that respect, resources for the parties will lead to better debate because more research 
will be done into the issues and the members will be more acquainted with the legislation that comes into the 
house.  Their roles may be very important because they may well hold the balance of power.  The Greens hold 
the balance of power in this house at the present time, and the same may one day happen in the lower house.  
The party that has that position will need some recognition in the way of funding.  

I welcome this bill into the Parliament and look forward to its passage through the upper house and its 
implementation.  As I understand, this bill comes into operation on the day after the day on which it receives 
royal assent.  That means that this legislation will be enacted in the near future, and I look forward to that day.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.21 pm]:  The Greens (WA) will also support the Parliamentary 
Legislation Amendment Bill, and I will make a few comments on it.  We welcome the change to the definition of 
small party in the Salaries and Allowances Act.  This is something we have been requesting the government to 
do for many years - consistently during the time of the last Parliament.  It was a source of considerable 
frustration to us as a party holding the balance of power to be so restricted by a lack of resources.  This played a 
not so small part in the decision of one of my colleagues not to continue in the Parliament.  Basically, she felt 
that she could not continue with the stresses and strains of trying to do the job as a member of Parliament in a 
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small party holding the balance of power without the resources we considered appropriate to the task.  This is a 
slightly different issue, as Hon Murray Criddle said.  It is one matter of being a small party and having a 
legitimate need for additional resourcing to do the job on behalf of constituents; it is another matter again to hold 
the balance of power, where we find ourselves dealing with the entire legislative program on top of committee 
work and other parliamentary duties.  The Greens are delighted that this amendment is now being passed through 
the Parliament. 

I express some regret, if not frustration, that this was not dealt with in the previous Parliament, where it would 
have had an immediate effect for us.  Somewhat cynically, I think that is why we are dealing with it now and not 
then.  It was clearly understood by the Greens at that time that the government was opposed to such an 
amendment.  It was just not considered a legislative priority, which is a euphemism for “no, you cannot have it”.  
I am pleased that the Parliament is now moving to amend this definition so that any party with five members, 
whether they be in the Council or the Assembly, will be recognised as a parliamentary party.  I also want to place 
on record my appreciation of the amendment moved by the Liberal Party in the other place to ensure that if the 
circumstance arose, as it did in the previous Parliament, in which all five Greens were in this place, the 
amendment would still apply to us as a political party. 

The Greens have also made the point that the wording of this amendment to the Salaries and Allowances Act, 
and indeed the current wording of the act, which attributes the additional resourcing to the leader, will cause 
some problems for us because we have consistently opposed the notion of appointing, electing or selecting one 
of our number to be the leader.  I am sure we will cross that bridge when we get to it.  

Hon Norman Moore:  You could donate it to charity.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is another option.  We could do that; we never know! 

Hon Norman Moore:  That’s what you do now with your pay rises, isn’t it? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is correct, but that is my personal decision.  

When I was looking into the history of the argument for recognising small parliamentary parties with extra 
remuneration, I found that former member Hon Norm Kelly made some contributions to this debate by 
suggesting that a fairer way of achieving this would be to simply divide the remuneration proportionally to the 
small parties, depending on their numbers, and also to any Independents in the house.  This is a bit along the 
lines of the argument Hon Norman Moore was putting about how two-thirds of the remuneration went to the 
Liberal Party, and one-third went to the Nationals.  Hon Norman Moore said that he did not like that, and I can 
understand why.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I did not like it at all.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Why should the Australian Labor Party, when in opposition, get 100 per cent of the 
money, when that amount is fractured when someone else is in opposition? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am not disagreeing with that, but I am putting the idea of apportioning that amount 
between the various parties in this place, depending on how many members they have, rather than the party 
having to reach a threshold.  At the moment we are arbitrarily picking a number of five members.   

Hon Norman Moore:  There is nothing arbitrary about five; it is a very well-determined figure.  A lot of 
research went into it.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  It was based on the number of members the Nationals had in the Assembly at that 
particular time.  Our dilemma as Greens in this place during the previous Parliament was that the number for 
members in the Council was seven.  It seemed ironic, because obviously there are fewer members in the 
Legislative Council overall.  
Hon Barry House:  You could have stopped passing the legislation as a protest.  
Hon GIZ WATSON:  We thought about it; do not worry about that!  The trouble was that the Liberals were 
willing to pass most of it anyway so that made that kind of tactic not terribly constructive.  
The other issue that this bill deals with is the matter of remuneration for committee chairs and deputy chairs and 
parliamentary secretaries.  The Electoral Legislation Amendment Bill was introduced in the Assembly and then 
split into three.  We are dealing with a third of the original legislation in this bill.  At that time the matter of the 
allowance provided to parliamentary secretaries and committee chairs was raised with me.  It was somewhat 
amusing because I did not actually realise that this allowance existed.  It was pointed out to me that it worked 
through the provision of a car.  As a member already has a car, the allowance was provided in cash instead.  As I 
became aware of that, I felt that it was, at the very least, an obscure way of providing an additional allowance to 
committee chairs and parliamentary secretaries, and lacked any kind of basis.  It is entirely appropriate that the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal be the body that is empowered to make that determination, and I trust it will 
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do that relatively quickly.  I was lobbied by a number of parliamentary secretaries when we were looking at the 
prospect of a bill that actually included the amount of money being provided to the parliamentary secretaries and 
committee chairs until the time the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal made its decision.  I was heavily lobbied to 
support that proposition but I felt that I could not, in all good conscience, do that.  It is entirely appropriate that 
we are now dealing with this matter in this bill.  Similarly, I trust that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will 
reach a decision on this matter relatively quickly.  I acknowledge that additional duties and responsibilities attach 
to those positions and that an assessment should be made of whether they warrant an additional salary.  The 
Greens support the bill and welcome its passage. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [8.30 pm]:  Having been a parliamentary secretary for a short time and 
chair of a standing committee for some time, I support this legislation.  I also support the proper determination 
by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal of the work values associated with each position.  There is one other 
small anomaly relating to vehicles that should be considered by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal in its 
determinations.  Parliamentary secretaries and chairs of standing committees are allocated a vehicle up to a 
certain vehicle type.  Most members seem to think that equates to the vehicle being a slightly better vehicle than 
the average member is entitled to, but in practice it does not work like that.  Members, particularly country 
members who have access to a charter allowance, can upgrade their vehicle by using a proportion of their charter 
allowance to top up payments on the vehicle.  They can, therefore, access a better vehicle, such as a long 
wheelbase Statesman, whereas I can access only an equivalent Commodore or Toyota Avalon or something of 
that nature.  As a country member who does a lot of travelling, I much prefer to drive a long wheelbase rather 
than short wheelbase vehicle, but I cannot use some of my charter allowance to upgrade my vehicle.  My charter 
allowance fluctuates a lot; some years I use all my charter allowance and other years I do not and there is then an 
excess.  That is a choice I make, but that is another small anomaly in the scheme of things that I hope will be 
sorted out when all of these matters are assessed by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.32 pm]:  I thank members for their 
contributions to the debate.  Part of my job includes taking legislation like this through the house.  I feel the need 
to say with all seriousness that I made some flippant remarks during the passage of the bill through the house 
about my fulsome support for the bill, as I must acknowledge that it has a direct financial impact on me. 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his great foresight and wisdom in the remarks that he made.  He raised 
two questions that he asked me specifically to address.  One was whether the government intended to put a limit 
on the number of parliamentary secretaries.  He is correct that there is no limit in the statute on the number of 
parliamentary secretaries who can be appointed, whereas there is a limit in the statute on the number of ministers 
who can be appointed.  However, the government has no intention of either abusing that fact or using the 
changes proposed in this legislation to create some kind of backdoor way of artificially inflating members’ 
salaries and entitlements.  I will raise with the Minister for Electoral Affairs the issue that the Leader of the 
Opposition raised with me, but it is certainly not the government’s intention to do that, and any abuse in the way 
suggested would be regarded as just that. 
The other question that Hon Norman Moore raised was about the commencement of the act.  As Hon Murray 
Criddle pointed out, the bill states that it will commence on the day after the day of royal assent.  That is a fairly 
straightforward clause. 
I thank other members for their comments and indications of support for the bill.  The bill before us now reflects 
a form of consensus position.  As some of the issues that it addresses were amended by agreement in the other 
place, it remains for me to commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery (Parliamentary Secretary) in 
charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 44A amended - 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have drafted a quick amendment.  I do not know whether the parliamentary 
secretary has a copy of it. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  I have it now. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Section 44A(4) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 provides in respect 
of parliamentary secretaries the following - 
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If the Premier so approves, a Parliamentary Secretary appointed under this section shall be paid an 
allowance under subsection (5) but otherwise shall not receive any remuneration in respect of that 
office. 

The government’s bill provides for the words “or allowances” to be added after “allowance”.  That partly relates 
to the process of enabling the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to provide remuneration to parliamentary 
secretaries.  However, I propose to move that the words “If the Premier so approves” be deleted.  It seems to me 
that this will become redundant by virtue of the fact that we will now give this role to the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal.  The Chairman might tell me whether the proposed amendment is in order, as it is an 
amendment not to the bill but to the parent act.  I therefore seek the advice of the Chair.  However, if it is 
possible, we should delete those words.  Now that we will give the role of determining remuneration for 
parliamentary secretaries to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, that should be all that is required.  There is no 
provision in any legislation that states that if the Premier so approves, a cabinet minister shall be paid money or 
if the Premier so approves, so-and-so can have some money.  It would be appropriate to delete those words so 
that we can say to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal that it is its decision.  It should make the determination.  
The decision should be taken out of the hands of the Premier and executive government and be completely 
independent of the processes of government.  Therefore, I move - 

Page 3, after line 8 - To insert the following - 

(1) Section 44A(4) is amended by deleting the words - 

“ If the Premier so approves  ”. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I indicate the government’s support for the amendment moved by Hon Norman Moore.  
The government’s intention with this legislation is to give the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal the power to 
determine allowances and remuneration for parliamentary secretaries and certain other designated office holders 
and members of committees.  That being the case, Hon Norman Moore is correct in his interpretation that those 
words will become redundant.  It is completely consistent with the purpose the government had in bringing the 
bill before the house.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The Greens (WA) support this amendment because it makes a lot of sense.  We are 
certainly strongly supportive of amendments to the act that will remove any potential, if not real, political 
influence in decisions relating to these allowances.  We wholeheartedly support the amendment. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Section 6 amended - 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Clause 7(2) states -  

Section 6(5b) is repealed and the following subsection is inserted instead -  
Will the parliamentary secretary be kind enough to explain why that provision is in the bill and why it is 
necessary to include it? 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I cannot see any substantive change.  All I can see is that the exact words have been 
written and formatted in a different way.  I cannot see any substantive change to the provisions at all.  I believe 
that a drafting person decided that it would be better expressed in the fashion that appears in the bill before the 
house. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thank the parliamentary secretary.  When I read it, I wondered why the 
government was doing this.  I still do not really know, other than that it is perhaps better drafting.  However, 
there is reference to a “fresh election” in the deleted subsection (5b), but there is no reference to “fresh election” 
in the new subsection (5b).  I would be interested to know whether there is any significance in that.   
Hon SUE ELLERY:  Does the Leader of the Opposition have a copy of the Salaries and Allowances Act?  The 
bill before the house will change the expression of the provisions in section 6(5b) of the substantive act.  It will 
do nothing to section 6(5b)(b) of the Salaries and Allowances Act.  Hon Norman Moore will note that the 
reference to “the fresh election” appears in section 6(5b)(b), which will stay the same. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Clause 7(2) of the bill states -  

(1) Section 6(5b) is repealed and the following subsection is inserted instead -  
Section 6(5b) of the Salaries and Allowances Act includes paragraphs (a) and (b), so both paragraphs (a) and (b) 
will be deleted by this clause.  I wonder why.  If it is a drafting matter, that is fine; the parliamentary secretary 
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should just say that that is what it is and I will accept her word.  However, when members have been in this place 
for about three weeks, they start to wonder what these things really mean when there is no obvious explanation. 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I am sorry for confusing the chamber with my earlier explanation.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is correct; section 6(5b) of the act includes paragraphs (a) and (b).  The best advice I have is that, for 
the reason I gave earlier, which is to better express a drafting issue, the government has no intention of changing 
any of the provisions set out in section 6(5b) of the Salaries and Allowances Act, other than to express them 
differently in the change that appears in the bill before the chamber. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is good that the parliamentary secretary is earning the salary that she is going to 
earn in the future.  I appreciate her attempt to explain it.  She may well be absolutely right.  However, will she be 
good enough to check with the draftsmen; and, if it is anything other than she has told me, perhaps she can 
inform the house before the third reading is completed? 
Clause put and passed. 
Title -  
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I move -  

Page 1 - To delete “, and for related purposes”. 
I understand that this is a drafting amendment to reflect that this is a limited bill and there are no related purposes 
other than the two acts that are referred to in the long title. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Title, as amended, put and passed. 
Bill reported, with an amendment and an amendment to the title. 
 


