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SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES AMENDMENT (DEBT AND DEFICIT REMEDIATION) BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.10 pm]: Prior to question time, 
I made some comments about some flaws in the Salaries and Allowances Amendment (Debt and Deficit 
Remediation) Bill 2017. I noted in particular the issue that the bill had an evident problem with the post-2021 
assessment from the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal; that is, it did not make any allowance for the fact that the 
SAT could take into consideration potential salary increases from 2017 to 2021. That was identified in the 
Legislative Assembly and, as I said, the Premier in the other place said that the Legislative Council could sort it 
out. As I have said over and over again, it is just extraordinary that after seven months, the government can deliver 
an urgent bill that it wants to come to this place and it has such a fatal flaw. In addition, in the other place, the 
issue was raised whether staff and particularly the executive office from government trading enterprises—Synergy, 
Horizon Power, Western Power, the Water Corporation, Racing and Wagering Western Australia et cetera—would 
be included. That is a real problem for salary determinations for a government. As a former Minister for Energy, 
I can assure members that one of the biggest issues I always had was to ensure that salary increases for executive 
officers of GTEs were in line with community expectations. Invariably, they were not. Invariably, the boards of 
GTEs would seek highly inflated increases in salaries that were very much out of kilter with the expectations of 
the community and the government. We legitimately ask that. I will look at the explanatory memorandum for this 
bill that was tabled in this chamber when the second reading speech was delivered. I direct members to page 10, 
which states — 

New section 10F—No increases in remuneration of certain executive officers of Government entities 
before 1 July 2021 
New section 10F limits the ability of the Tribunal, during the freeze, to make determinations under current 
section 7C(2), of the remuneration to be paid or provided to executive officers of “Government entities”, 
which are prescribed in the regulations for the purposes of current subsection 7C(1)(b). 

… 

At the time the amending Act was drafted, no entities had been prescribed for the purposes of current 
subsection 7C(1)(b) and the Tribunal had not made any determination under current section 7C(2). Until 
prescription occurs, the remuneration for the executive officers of the entities listed in column 1, 
Schedule 2 of the SA Act is determined under the enabling legislation for the entity, by the board of 
management of the entity on the recommendation of the relevant Minister. Should an entity continue to 
not be prescribed during the freeze, the remuneration for the executive officer/s of the entity will continue 
to be determined by the entity board of management on the recommendation of the relevant Minister. 

My reading of that—I might be proven wrong by the Leader of the House; I am sure she will get some very expert 
advice from the advisers, if they are still awake—is that the executive officers from government trading enterprises 
are not captured by this legislation. 

Hon Alison Xamon: I do not believe they are. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: According to the explanatory memorandum, they are not, but it was an issue that was 
identified in the other place and intended to be fixed in the other place. This legislation is like a piece of Swiss 
cheese; it is full of holes. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I did not hear it, but I am sure it was a very, very valuable interjection. 

Let us look at the second reading speech to conclude. This one caught my eye. I like this one; this is a pearler. The 
first paragraph states — 

Background 

In May this year, the McGowan Labor Government announced a new wages policy for the public sector. 
This policy provides a flat increase of $1,000 per year for public sector workers. It is one of several 
important measures the Government has had to undertake to ensure the state’s finances are sustainable. 
However, if the Government is asking nurses, doctors, teachers, police officers, prison officers and other 
public sector workers to help with budget repair, then it is only fair that we as members of parliament 
also contribute. 

The conclusion goes on to state — 
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The job of budget repair will not be easy. Since coming to Government, it has been made clear that all 
parts of the community will have to help in getting the State’s finances back on track. 

This Bill gives the community confidence that the burden of budget repair will indeed be shared by everyone 
including the most senior members of Government. This Bill makes it clear Members of Parliament are not 
exempt from this important task. 

I agree. Can I bring up two words to question the government’s sincerity that we are all going to do our bit? Are 
members ready? Car allowance. Are the executive members of the government doing their bit? No, they are not. 
I have mentioned this on a number of occasions, but for government members to read in this second reading speech 
what it says about us all doing our bit and not expect to get a shot across the bow, yet again, is extraordinary. 
I cannot believe that they would not understand that a number of members, I would imagine, are going to bring 
this up. This is very relevant to SAT. I will just remind members very briefly—I have been through it on a number 
of occasions—that previously members of Parliament would get a car. That was part of the trade-off when the 
defined benefit scheme was abandoned in 2000. We all got a car, and I had a car for the first eight years. No, 
I actually became a minister after four years. That was pretty good. After the first four years, I had a car. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Very short of the Premiership. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, it was. I got a car. As soon as I became a minister, I got another car and that was 
a better car. I preferred the other one. I was not that comfortable in a Caprice, but still I got it. As a result of 
a determination by SAT in December 2016, the decision that was gazetted as of 12 March, after the election, was 
that members would no longer get a car; they would get an allowance. When a member becomes a minister, they 
get another car. For a time, a number of ministers got a ministerial car and also got the allowance. In anyone’s 
language, that is not fair; that is really not doing our bit. I did a bit of investigative work on that and, as I have said, 
I am not going to take up too much more of the house’s time, but I asked a plethora of questions. I asked 
a plethora—and I mean that—of questions. It was like drawing blood out of a stone. I could not get the answers. 
I was directed to put them on notice. I was told, “Can’t answer; can’t answer at this time” and received vague 
responses that provided absolutely nothing. I would then go to the Presiding Officers and they told me to put my 
questions on notice. Honestly, it went on and on. 

The previous government was blamed because apparently, we kept the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal decision 
secret. The previous government kept the SAT decision secret and it was our fault. I asked the Premier whether 
the SAT decision of December 2016 was gazetted. His response was: yes; it was publicly available, but it was our 
fault that ministers did not know about it. It was our fault! Members opposite will not win on this issue. This issue 
is going to keep coming back and biting them. What happened was finally—and I mean finally; it took me three 
months—I got an answer to my question. I remind members again that those ministers who got a car also got an 
allowance. The following ministers got the car and an allowance: Ministers Logan, Quigley, Johnston, Saffioti, 
Cook, Tinley, McGurk and Kelly from the Legislative Assembly; and Minister Ellery from the Legislative Council. 
The Leader of the House can shake her head, but this is easily solved. Each of those ministers got an additional 
$5 331.04, and the total amount from those ministers double dipping was $48 036.56. When governments deal 
with multibillion-dollar budgets, it is a miniscule amount in anyone’s language. It is the cost of a coat of paint on 
the doors of Dumas House, but we are not trivialising this issue. The symbolism of this issue is powerful. The SAT 
made a determination and the very first thing government ministers got when they came into office—on their 
$270 000 a year, with their paper, security and all the rest of it paid for—was an additional $5 300. Now they are 
asking public servants to suck up for $1 000 a year for four years, yet those ministers got $5 300 for three months. 
It was bad enough that it occurred in the first place, but what makes it even worse—this comes back to the theme 
I have focused on all day—is the lack of transparency and the fact that the government is constantly trying to hide 
things, double dip and ignore standards. It makes us on this side very suspicious. 

So far as the ministerial car issue is concerned, imagine my surprise when I read once again — 

… if the government is asking nurses, doctors, teachers, police officers, prison officers and other public 
sector workers to help with budget repair, it is only fair that we, as members of Parliament, also contribute. 

Also — 

This bill gives the community confidence that the burden of budget repair will indeed be shared by 
everyone, including the most senior members of government. This bill makes it clear that members are 
not exempt from this important task. 

This is not a difficult question. As I said, one of the greatest privileges of my life was being a minister for almost 
nine years, and one of the bonuses—it is a bonus in anyone’s language—was the very attractive salary. My salary 
went from about $250 000 to $270 000. For a boy from Kalgoorlie, I tell you that is a lot of money. I promise hand 
on heart, members and Mr Acting President, if that had occurred to me and I had in fact double dipped, in the blink 
of an eye I would transfer that money—that $5 300—back to Treasury. I can promise members that. I have been 
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through this over and over again, and I will repeat it: as a minister, I never, or very rarely, used my credit card. As 
I keep on saying, I was dying for members opposite to FOI it because they would have found that I had never used 
it. I never, ever took advantage of the role of minister of the Crown. When a bill comes to this place and the 
government is asking everyone in the community to do their bit, yet their ministers have pocketed $5 300 to which 
they are not entitled, I really have to say that they have a hide. I wonder whether the Leader of the House will 
provide an explanation about whether or not she repaid that $5 300; and, if she did not repay that $5 300—if she 
feels uncomfortable doing that, that is fine; all credit to her—why has she not? How can she have carriage of a bill 
that states that “it is only fair that we as members of Parliament also contribute” when she has received $5 300, 
which I assume is still in her bank account, and be asking all members of the community to contribute? I honestly 
do not think I am being unjust or unfair with my request. If we are all going to do our bit and we are going to 
freeze wages, so be it, but I would like to know whether she as a minister of the Crown has kept that money; and, 
if she has, why? That really is a big issue for me. 

As I said at the outset, this bill is just a stunt. It is cosmetic. It will achieve nothing. I have been through this 
ad nauseam, but the biggest issue for me is that the original intent of SAT, which was established 40 years ago in 
April 1975, has survived the test of time. It has without any shadow of a doubt been very successful in ensuring 
that the members who are captured under this jurisdiction are dealt with fairly and appropriately. It has survived 
a multitude of governments with few amendments, so why does the government need to come in and, over the top, 
capture SAT, and say, “We don’t trust you”—that is what the government is doing—“What we are going to do is 
take away your authority and we are going to make the determination for you”? That is exactly what the 
government is doing. It will seriously erode the capacity of SAT to make any determinations in the future if it 
thinks that at any time the government can, at the stroke of a pen, come in and say, “We don’t trust you any longer. 
We are going to take your authority from you and the Parliament is going to make the determination.” What we 
are doing now, guys, is going back to pre-1967 when members of Parliament determined their own salaries. 
Members could say that is not what we are doing, but we are. Even by freezing it, we are making that determination. 
As I said earlier, in the past, Premier Barnett would write to SAT regularly and ask for consideration of a salary 
freeze within government, and SAT would comply with that request. But do not, for goodness sakes, trash the 
legacy of SAT for some cheap political point. That is what is being done here. 

From a financial perspective, this is not going to help with budget repair. I keep saying that if we want to repair 
the budget, do not introduce budgets that increase spending, increase debt and deficit or make promises of 
$5 billion come an election, knowing full well very transparently that we have suffered tough economic 
circumstances. This is just the start. There are a raft of initiatives—promises—that have still not been budgeted 
for by the government. There is no mention of the Ellenbrook railway line, the Byford rail extension, Karnet 
station, Geraldton Hospital, Collie Hospital, Bunbury hospital and Joondalup Health Campus. We have a lot on 
our plate. The education budget is flatlining. I can imagine the angst the Minister for Education and Training is 
going through at the moment. The health budget is flatlining. As I said, to come into this place with this legislation, 
which really is cosmetic but which, more importantly from my perspective, really questions the integrity of SAT, 
is an insult to SAT. 
Having said that, as I said right at the start—I feel almost embarrassed saying it—we are not going to oppose this 
bill. Members might wonder why we are doing this after all I have said for the collective two and a half hours that 
I have spoken in this debate. They might ask: is it not hypocritical? To a degree it is, but we are going to state it 
as it is. We see it for what it is. It is a stunt. As I said earlier in my contribution, we know that when the government 
introduced this bill, putting “debt and deficit” in the title, it genuinely hoped that we would oppose it so that it 
could then go out and carry on with the mantra that we hear in its speaking points week in and week out. Although 
we have serious reservations about this bill—I think the bill itself is structurally flawed, frankly—the Liberal Party 
will not be opposing the legislation. 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [5.30 pm]: The Salaries and Allowances Amendment 
(Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill before us will essentially freeze the salaries of members of Parliament and 
key public servants for the next four years. However, as has been pointed out, it is not a very effective budget 
repair measure. In fact, it will save only about $20 million over four years. If the government were serious about 
budget repair, it would produce a bill that expediently ensured a budget surplus. Politicians know that spending 
must be cut, but they lack the incentives to do so. There is an economic field known as “public choice” famously 
advanced by economist James Buchanan, who was awarded the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences for 
his work. One aspect of public choice is vital in understanding the behaviour of political actors. Economic models 
of the behaviour of individuals are driven by an individual’s own personal sense of wellbeing—their desires for 
their families, friends and communities. Public choice, like the economic model of rational behaviour, assumes 
that people are guided by their own self-interests and, most importantly, the motivations of politicians are no 
different. Jim Buchanan was inspired by James Maddison and his argument that “men are not angels”. The actions 
of individuals in the marketplace are guided by incentives; however, we expect that those same individuals when 
elected to office will somehow act differently. Being elected to office does not elevate one to a higher moral status. 
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Politicians are not angels; politicians are the same humans—fallible, flawed and self-interested. Just as voters vote 
for politicians and policies that are most likely to benefit them personally, politicians and bureaucrats strive to 
advance their own careers. Politicians are motivated by their desire to be elected or re-elected. 
As we live in a representative democracy, our politicians represent specific geographical locations. Because of 
this, politicians have strong incentives to support programs and policies that benefit their constituents, no matter 
how irresponsible those programs may be. Such pork-barrelling is likely to gain support from politicians, 
especially when the costs are carried by taxpayers across the state and not solely by their constituents who benefit 
from the program. Public choice shows us that this behaviour is rational, at least from the perspective of those 
actors. Politicians act in their own interests, just like everyone else. What is the solution then? The late, great 
Milton Freedman put it best, and I quote — 

I do not believe that the solution to our problem is simply to elect the right people. The important thing 
is to establish a political climate of opinion which will make it politically profitable for the wrong people 
to do the right thing. Unless it is politically profitable for the wrong people to do the right thing, the right 
people will not do the right thing either, or it they try, they will shortly be out of office. 

If we want the budget balanced, we simply need to freeze politicians’ pay until the budget is back in surplus. In 
my short time in politics, I have observed that there is no better way to motivate a politician than to mess with their 
hip pocket. I will introduce an amendment to freeze MPs’ pay until the general government sector net operating 
balance is positive. By tying salaries to the state’s financial performance, we can create an incentive for politicians 
to do the right thing, just like many positions in the private sector in which components of salary are often tied 
to KPIs. Interestingly, I am not the only one who thinks so. Hon Mark McGowan, on his own website, wrote 
on 8 December 2016 — 

• A maximum of 20 new whole-of-government Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) will be introduced 
to measure success 

• Directors General and CEOs will have 20 per cent of their salary linked to the KPIs 
He is quoted as saying — 

“If elected as Premier, I am absolutely committed to delivering cultural change within the public sector. 
That is good to hear. He went on to state — 

“In the Navy I learnt the value of hard work and responsibility … 
“Our new KPIs will be more than just words, they will be linked to 20 per cent of the salaries of 
Directors General and CEOs to ensure under a government I lead, we will be outcomes driven for the 
community. 

That does not make sense, but I am quoting. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: It continues — 

“These reforms will also go a long way to help put the State budget back on a more sustainable footing.” 
Hon Michael Mischin: He also said something about gold royalties as I recall. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I think so. 
That is a fantastic point by Hon Mark McGowan, and I could not agree more. I think we should go a step further. 
If members here are serious about budget repair, it is time to put our money where our mouth is and vote for an 
amendment to freeze our own pay until we can deliver a budget surplus. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.35 pm]: I take 
a slightly different view of all this, and I will address it in detail. To my mind, this Salaries and Allowances 
Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill is a bill that by its very terms is something that ought to be 
referred to a committee of this house to be considered. Indeed, when this was debated in the other place, the 
Leader of the Opposition considered that this house would give greater scrutiny to it than was possible in the 
Assembly given the imbalance of numbers in that place and members’ inability to have meaningful debate about 
anything without it being shouted down. If this bill is not referred to a committee for proper scrutiny by this place, 
I will oppose it and vote against it. 
My objection to the legislation and my concerns about it are several-fold. It starts with the motive for the bill. 
Normally, legislation is introduced to remedy a mischief or to achieve some objective. That mischief or the 
objective is defined in the long title of the bill and in the policy statement that underpins it through the second 
reading speech. Here, we have a stunt. The stunt appears in the title of the bill calling it “debt and deficit 
remediation”, which it is not. This will go no way towards remediating debt or deficit. We have heard in the second 
reading speech references to alleged budget repair. There is no guarantee in any of this bill or in any of the policy 
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statements surrounding it that the moneys that are supposedly to be saved will go towards budget repair as opposed 
to paying for the pork-barrelling this government has demonstrated since its election; nor is there any suggestion 
that it will save any significant sum of money. I have heard conflicting estimates about how much might be 
involved but the performance of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to date has indicated no great savings will 
be accommodated by any of what is proposed in this legislation. We have heard about budget repair repeatedly as 
the mantra for gathering money by way of taxation, increased fees or cutting services. But we have seen very little 
budget repair as opposed to increased spending by this government on its pet projects; just one of them being 
$39 million on the Local Projects, Local Jobs pork-barrel. It is buying votes and by the very terms of the second 
reading speech, that is what it is doing because let us see what the Leader of the House said when she introduced 
this bill. She said — 

There is a misconception amongst some that ministers and members of Parliament are regularly granted 
extravagant pay rises with no regard to community expectations. 

We know that is wrong. Firstly, we are not necessarily given pay rises, nor are they extravagant; they have not 
been over the last however many years. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Do you agree that there’s a perception about what we are paid? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, there is a misconception, as the Leader of the House said. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Do you agree that there’s a view out there? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If the Leader of the House is saying that we should pass legislation on the basis of 
misconceptions and perceptions, I would say that that is a flawed way for the government to go about its 
responsibilities. 
The bill claims it will, and it is intended to, give the community confidence that this will not occur while the 
McGowan Labor government undertakes the job of budget repair. If we are talking about perceptions, there is 
a perception in the community that no budget repair is going on, but I do not see that influencing government 
policy. There is a perception, even in this place, that some people who are asking others to take on the burden of 
supposed budget repair and to make sacrifices, such as the Leader of the House and certain ministers in the other 
place, are not doing their bit by getting $5 000-odd in their pockets, but I do not see them doing anything about 
that. If we are working on perceptions, perhaps the Leader of the House might like to heed a few of those. There 
is certainly a perception that the Premier and certain others—at least five other members, one of whom has recently 
rejoined this house—will not suffer any disadvantage at all when it comes to their parliamentary pensions, but I do 
not see them doing anything about that. All sacrifices need to be equally spread around it appears, but some 
sacrifices are more equal than others, are they not? Some sacrifices should be more equal than others. So, the 
motive behind this bill is to address misconceptions, not a genuine mischief. It is a stunt. It does not affect certain 
people in the way that it affects others. It does not address a genuine mischief. It does not achieve in any meaningful 
way any particular policy consideration of any value to anyone in the community. But it gets worse. 

In my view, the other element that requires this bill to be opposed is its content—that is, the way it is framed and 
the way it works. It is poorly drafted. We heard that mantra over the last eight years whenever a bill was introduced 
by our government. The opposition would say that the bill was poorly or badly drafted. I do not intend to complain 
about Parliamentary Counsel. In this case, they are doing the best they can with shoddy drafting instructions. It 
became apparent at our briefing on this bill that even the advisers could not answer certain questions about the 
legislation’s operation. In fact, that was confirmed in the debate in the other place in which the Premier, as 
Minister for Public Sector Management, was responsible for handling the bill. I have to say it was one of the 
sorriest performances one could imagine. We have seen ministers who are not over their brief. I will grant ministers 
in this place the concession that they are only representing ministers in the other place and they may not be attuned 
like their principals to what is going on and the thinking behind or the finer points of legislation. But even having 
regard to that, the Premier’s performance as sponsor of the bill was woeful. He could not answer questions about 
the bill. We then had the astonishing sight when something was pointed out about the bill, and before it was even 
passed in the other place, of the Premier saying that the government would amend it in the Council. He could not 
even amend the bill in order to present a bill to this place. Instead, he said, “We’ll just slap something together in 
the Council.” Sure enough, we have an amendment from the Leader of the House in her name that tries to articulate 
what the Premier could not be bothered to do and what he did not understand or was incapable of doing as sponsor 
of this bill in the other place. It is astonishing stuff. 
Apart from that, I was finally convinced that this bill is meritless and needs to be objected to as a matter of principle 
by the pathetic excuse that the Premier came up with in the course of debate in the other place about the origins of 
the legislation. I will get to the importance of this when I come to the matter of principle about this bill, but here 
we go. The Premier said — 

Obviously, the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, as members have said, is an independent body, and can 
make its own determinations. Our view is that this is an unfortunate piece of legislation. 
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I will go along with that. At least he said something we can believe. He continued — 
I would prefer not to be standing here dealing with this legislation, but I will tell the house that Treasury 
suggested this to the government. 

So much for public perception and the like; it was Treasury’s idea no less. He said — 
It was Treasury’s idea to ensure that the most senior people, and perhaps the most public people in the 
public sector, which is the judges, politicians, CEOs and the like, set the right example. 

This is not the government; this is Treasury that says so. He continued — 
Treasury proposed this to us as one of the early budget savings measures, and although it raises 
$16 million to $20 million, as one of the early budget savings measures it was a good way to show the 
public sector workforce that those people at the top were setting the right example. 

So, Treasury is setting policy for the government now. He continued — 
It was not something that the government dreamed up. Treasury came to us with this idea. 

This is not the Premier; this is the cardboard packaging that a Premier comes in. This is Treasury dictating policy. 
Hon Sue Ellery: That’s the first time that has ever happened if it is true. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I take it that the Leader of the House thinks that it should happen more often. If she 
wants to hand over government to Treasury, rather than making decisions in order to address what she regards as 
public perceptions, that is a pretty woeful little government that she has there. 
Mr Deputy President, I seek leave to continue my remarks at the next day’s sitting. I understand that there is some 
other business that the house needs to attend to. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Martin Pritchard. 
 


	SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES AMENDMENT (DEBT AND DEFICIT REMEDIATION) BILL 2017
	Second Reading


