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

Resumed from 28 November. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.49 pm]: Just to refresh 
members’ memories, in my introductory comments I expressed my concerns with this bill. I think it is nothing 
more than a political stunt, and it is unnecessary. The fact that we have agreed to get it through by the end of the 
year is fine, but is a sad reflection on the government’s legislative agenda. I will continue to reinforce those points 
as I continue my contribution.  

When I concluded my last comments, I drew members’ attention to the original Salaries and Allowances Tribunal 
Bill that was introduced by the great man Sir Charles Court, whom I proudly call my political mentor. I have 
a great deal of respect for him and it does not surprise me that he brought forward such worthwhile and productive 
legislation. I will continue with parts of the second reading speech. I have no intention of reading the entire speech, 
but I want to bring to members’ attention how significant this legislation was and how it has survived the test of 
time. Since 1975—those good old days in the 1970s—it has survived the test of time and done its job in 
a meticulous fashion. The fact that we are overriding the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is indicative of the lack 
of foresight of this government. I will continue on Sir Charles Court’s second reading speech. It states — 

The jurisdiction of the tribunal in relation to Ministers of the Crown, the Parliamentary Secretary of the 
Cabinet, and officers and members of Parliament is to embrace all allowances, fees, and other emoluments. 
This means that the tribunal’s jurisdiction is to be as broad as that of the existing Parliamentary Salaries 
Tribunal. 

We must be mindful of the fact, as I said, that prior to 1975, a host of tribunals and boards et cetera set 
parliamentary, public sector, judges’ and magistrates’ allowances. In fact, as I remind members, prior to 1967, 
salaries of members of Parliament were determined by MPs themselves—by Parliament. In a global sense, it 
brought all those facets together and ensured that there was some integrity behind the decision-making process. It 
was divorced from government and it ensured that those who made the decisions on salaries did so without any 
conflict of interest and without perhaps any hidden agenda; they did so for what they saw was an appropriate 
increase or decrease in both salaries and allowances. The speech continues — 

It seems obvious that it is in everyone’s interest to ensure that the tribunal is as well informed as possible. 

The establishment of the tribunal will remove the present rights of special division officers to appeal to 
the Public Service Appeal Board against salary determinations. 

However, it must be remembered that the present appeal right is against the fixation of a special division 
officer’s salary by the Public Service Board. 

As the remuneration of special division officers is now to be determined by a completely independent 
tribunal and not by the Public Service Board, the need for appeal rights is diminished and in any event, it 
would be difficult to justify a right of appeal for only one of the groups whose remuneration is to be fixed 
by the tribunal. 

The Government believes that the establishment of a single tribunal with the functions I have outlined 
will prove to be of major benefit and will eliminate the dissatisfaction and concern often felt in the past 
because of the accidents of timing and inconsistencies of approach which are inevitable when the 
remuneration of separate groups of officials is being determined by more than one authority. 

Hear, hear! That is the foundation stone of this legislation. That is exactly why we should not tinker around the 
edges with the determinations of SAT. Sir Charles got it right. The legislation of 1975 got it right. We do not tinker 
around and change it just for crass political purposes. The second reading speech goes on — 

When members study the legislation they will appreciate that at present the people who are to be brought 
under its control have their remuneration and other emoluments of office determined by a whole host of 
different statutory and other bodies. All sorts of anomalies creep in. For instance, we had the situation 
which I had to explain to Parliament when the judges’ remuneration legislation was last before us. At that 
time the remuneration of magistrates had been fixed independently without any regard for relativity, and 
they were actually being paid at a higher rate than the District Court judges. Parliament corrected that 
situation. That sort of anomaly will now be removed. 

It is also felt that if there are regular reviews the steep increases in salaries which occur in some of these 
positions from time to time will be avoided. Those steep increases sometimes bring criticism because 
they are not understood. 
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I also want to make the point that at one of the Premiers’ Conferences the Premiers discussed the 
multiplicity of wage, salary, and allowance fixing tribunals throughout Australia. It was undertaken by 
the Premiers, and the Prime Minister, that we would have a look at some of the tribunals to see whether 
we could start to reduce the number. Even at that time the Commonwealth was feeling the disadvantages 
of various tribunals making independent determinations and creating anomalies which were immediately 
seized upon as precedents by somebody else in the various brackets of salaries and allowances. It became 
very difficult to resist the flow-on which occurred. Admittedly, we are not dealing with a great mass of 
people in this Bill but the number of precedents which can be established are often quite embarrassing in 
the total salary and wage fixing arena. 
I undertook at that time, and I made it public on my return, that we would look at the matter, and this 
particular grouping was the first of the practical results of that review. 
I commend the Bill to the House. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Jamieson (Deputy Leader of the Opposition). 

It makes for fascinating reading; it really does. As I said in my last contribution, I found myself spending a couple 
of hours going through Hansard from the 1970s and it is fascinating. Just think: we have legislation from 1975—
of course, there is plenty of similar legislation—that dealt with a very complex area of determining salaries for 
a wide range of members of the community, from judges and magistrates to senior public servants and members 
of Parliament et cetera, and they got it so right, making sure that that determination was sacrosanct. 
I will just make one more contribution from the second reading speech. I will not read the whole lot, obviously, 
but it is absolutely fascinating and shows that it was a bipartisan approach. The then opposition agreed with it, it 
had wide community support, and it has been working impeccably since that time. Let us look at a short part of 
the second reading contribution of Mr J.T. Tonkin, the member for Melville and then Leader of the Opposition, at 
9.20 pm on Tuesday, 29 April 1975. It states — 

Mr Speaker, as you are aware there is in existence legislation under which a tribunal sits for the purpose 
of determining the salaries of members of Parliament. The Government proposes In this Bill to set up 
a tribunal which will fix not only the salaries of members of Parliament, but also the salaries of a number 
of civil servants of the Government—magistrates—and the salaries to be paid to judges. However, in the 
case of judges it will be necessary that determinations be subsequently brought to Parliament before they 
become operative. That is the only exception; once the other determinations are made by the tribunal they 
will operate forthwith. 
… 
We agree with all the provisions in the Bill. We think it is a justifiable improvement in the fixation of 
salaries. The determinations will be made between July and August of this year and will be made annually 
instead of triennially. This will prevent the situation which arises when in a period of inflation substantial 
increases are warranted, and if they are made only once in three years they give rise to unwarranted 
criticism when they are made. That situation will be obviated to a large extent if the increases are awarded 
by the tribunal fairly regularly. That is the intention of this legislation. 
We support the Bill. 

That was the Leader of the Opposition. There is another very good contribution, and I had every intention of 
reading part of it, but I am mindful that a number of members want to contribute to this debate, so I will curtail 
those comments. Suffice to say that members might like to look at the contribution from Mr Jamieson, the member 
for Welshpool and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who made his contribution on the same date, Tuesday, 
29 April 1975, at 9.26 pm. The point I make in highlighting that is that Sir Charles and, in that day, the 
Country Party government got it right with the establishment of SAT; it really did. They identified the idiocy of 
the previous situation in which we had a multitude of tribunals determining salary increases. They brought it 
together under one umbrella. It had bipartisan and community support and it has worked ever since. As result of 
that, members might turn to the website of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. We have moved on significantly 
from an electronic and interactive perspective, but from a legislative perspective, despite several amendments to 
the bill, it pretty much remains as it was in those days. Having said that, the role of the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal, according to its website, pretty much mirrors what was intended by the 1975 Liberal–Country Party 
government. The home page of the SAT website contains a welcome to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal and 
refers to its history, jurisdiction and entitlements et cetera. It also refers to the establishment of the tribunal, and 
under the link “Inquiries” it states — 

The Act provides that the Tribunal must, at intervals of not greater than one year, inquire into and 
determine or report on the remuneration to be paid or provided to: 

It then goes through a list of people who come under the umbrella of the SAT — 
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• Ministers of the Crown … 
• A Parliamentary Secretary … 
• Officers and Members of the Parliament … 

• Clerk of the Legislative Council or Clerk of the Legislative Assembly … 
• Officers of the Public Service holding offices included in the Special Division of the Public Service; 
• A person holding any other office of a full time nature, created or established under a law of the 

State that is prescribed for the purposes of this section, but not being an office the remuneration 
for which is determined by or under any industrial award or agreement made or in force under 
any other law of the State 

• Local Government CEOs and Elected Members 
• Judges, District Court Judges, Masters of the Supreme Court and Magistrates, and the 

Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
As I said, that is pretty much as it should be. That is the SAT. That is where it came from. That is where we are at 
the moment. Things have not changed much. As I said, it is doing a really good job. It is and should be sacrosanct. 
That is why members on this side of the chamber have difficulty with this bill, because it is almost an infringement 
of the separation of powers. 
I say at the outset that the judiciary are filthy with this bill. We in this chamber are determining the salaries of all 
the people captured under the categories that I have just read into the chamber, so let us look particularly at judges 
in this instance. We seem to be looking at judges’ salaries as though they have been galloping away and that, 
therefore, we need to constrain those salaries to bring them into line with public expectations. Let us face reality. 
We are talking about some of the most esteemed members of the community. They are highly qualified people 
who more often than not have done a lifetime of work or had experience in courts or in the public arena and who 
have justifiably earned a position on the bench. We are now making that determination for members of the 
judiciary after they received their last increase in June 2015—when they got a princely increase of 1.8 per cent. 
They have not had an increase since that time and will not get an increase until 2021. Of course some people in 
the community would say, “They get paid very well, so does it really matter?” I think it does in this instance. This 
Parliament is making a determination for the judiciary. One of the problems I have with this bill is that we are 
making a determination to usurp the power and privileges of a body that was created by this very chamber in 
1975 and has worked very effectively since that time. As I said, when we are talking about the judiciary, we are 
talking about some of the most eminent members of the community. I am very uncomfortable about that, given 
the fact that their sole increase in salary has been 1.8 per cent. We have enough difficulty attracting learned legal 
colleagues to the judiciary. We only need to ask the Attorney General or the former Attorney General about that. 
Now we are saying to them, “We are going to determine how much you are worth for the next four years.” We are 
going to take that decision out of the hands of the properly constituted, eminently well-qualified Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal. 
I will now go through some of the concerns I have. One of my concerns is that this bill really is the thin edge of 
the wedge. We are dealing here with a group of people who we can fundamentally control. If we were dealing with 
only members of Parliament, I would still have an issue, because, of course, once again one of the arguments to 
establish the SAT was to take decisions out of the hands of politicians. What are we doing? We are doing 
a complete 360-degree turn—we are giving it back to politicians. We have done that. We have taken this matter 
out of the hands of the properly constituted body—the SAT—and given it to politicians. Remember the comments 
of Sir Charles Court, John Tonkin and Colin Jamieson in 1975? Their exact point about the establishment of the 
SAT was to provide an autonomous, independent body. Is this the thin edge of the wedge? 
What about the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission? At the moment public servants have two 
avenues through which they can get salary increases: either through a determination of the WAIRC or through an 
enterprise bargaining agreement with the government. In most instances they are done through EBAs, and in other 
instances, if no arrangement can be agreed upon, they are done by the WAIRC. I wonder what is going to happen 
if we get a determination from the WAIRC or a lack of an agreement on an EBA from the government with regard 
to the $1 000 a year for public servants? What will happen then? Will we get another bill midway through next 
year that will not be the Salaries and Allowances Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 but will 
be the “WAIRC (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2018” that will ensure that determinations made through 
EBA agreements with the WAIRC are curtailed and also brought under the umbrella of the Parliament? 
Hon Alison Xamon: That is a good point. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is a very valid point; it really is. I know for a fact that we are still waiting on an 
agreement with the police. I know, unless I have missed something—I do not usually miss anything in education—
that no agreement has been reached with the teachers at this stage. 
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Hon Sue Ellery: No; they are negotiating that. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, I know. I am well aware that it is due right now. I am asking what will happen if 
no agreement is reached? If the WAIRC makes a determination that goes outside the confines of government 
policy that goes above the $1 000 a year, will we have another bill? As I said, we have the thin edge of the wedge 
here, guys. That is what this is all about and that is what concerns me. That is one of the concerns I have. 

Also with regard to the political expediency that has been exhibited here, I really have to say to the government, 
yet again: show some respect to the SAT. I challenge the government. I am sure the advisers sitting there are 
captivated by my speech at the moment. They will understand where I am coming from with this. I would like 
them to find me an example in recent years whereby SAT has gone against the wishes of the government. I ask 
that question, because, I tell members what, they will not be able to. In 2016, the government made a request for 
salaries, mindful of the economic circumstances of the day. Did I pip Hon Alison Xamon’s point? 
Hon Alison Xamon: Yes. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, mate. 
Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Just repeat it. If they keep on hearing it, perhaps they will change. It is a valid point. 
Members of the SAT are not bigoted, single-minded, blindsided individuals. They are very eminent individuals 
with a great deal of experience. If the Premier of a state, or whoever it might be—members of Parliament or the 
judiciary—recommend something, they will, as the act suggests and provides for, listen to that advice. In 2016, 
SAT adhered to the government’s public sector wages policy. For the second year in a row, they froze the salaries 
of members of Parliament. In June this year, the SAT froze the salary of senior public servants. The salaries of the 
judiciary, parliamentarians, Clerks of the Parliament and senior public servants are already frozen. The question 
I am asking here is: do we really need this legislation? 
The Salaries and Allowance Tribunal is very qualified and very effective at reading not just the political but also 
the social landscape. If the tribunal sees that the rest of the community is out of kilter when it makes its 
determination, it will adjust it accordingly. That is why we have SAT. To take that authority from SAT is an 
abomination of where we are going as a government. In saying that we do not have any confidence in SAT to 
make that determination, the fact that it adhered to government wishes in recent years means nothing. “Tell you 
what we’re going to do; we’re a new government, we’ll show the public of Western Australia. We’ll put out this 
little thing called the Salaries and Allowances Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and hope to 
God that the Liberals oppose it and then we can go out and bash them, and, of course, the public will say how 
wonderful we are because we haven’t got our noses in the trough.” That is what this is all about, as I said in my 
initial contribution. That is exactly what this is about—it is nothing more than a political stunt. 
If in recent years we had had a wages blowout and SAT made some completely out-of-kilter decisions 
regarding all the members under its jurisdiction, we could understand this bill. I draw members’ attention to the 
2016–17 Annual Report on State Finances, which came out two months ago in September 2017. Does it show 
a blowout in salaries and wages? I assume members have all done their bedside reading and read this captivating 
document. If they do not know that, put up their hand, and I will tell them what wages growth is. It is less than two 
per cent. All I am saying, guys, is that if there is any evidence to the contrary, and SAT had made some 
determinations in the last three years that put at five or eight per cent the salaries of judges, MPs or Clerks of the 
Parliament and said, “No, we can’t do that”, and the government said, “We’ve tried but we can’t; we will take it 
from SAT to make sure that they adhere to what we want”, we could understand it. If this document was showing 
that there has been a blowout in wages, we could understand it—but there is none. There has not been a blowout. 
My point, yet again, is that this is nothing more than a stunt. What will the savings be? According to, I think, the 
second reading speech, it will be $16 million or $20 million. As I said the other day, it is a rounding error on tea 
money for public servants, but, cosmetically, it is important to the government. It wants to try to get stuck into 
those terrible Tories and say how shocking we are as economic managers. “It doesn’t matter that what we are 
doing is immoral; we just want to make sure that those terrible Tories get what they deserve, and we are just going 
to keep on doing it. We’re not going to govern; we’re not going to have some foresight with what we do. We’re 
not going to adhere to the integrity of SAT; we’re going to napalm it.” 
There are some serious issues in the bill itself and they were identified comprehensively in the other place; it is 
fraught with problems. It was brought on in the other place as an urgent bill, so the opposition had less than 
24 hours to look at it. The flaws in this bill, identified in the other place, are extraordinarily embarrassing for the 
government. One in particular caused the Premier to explain why the bill did not contain a clause to provide that, 
following the end of the bill’s duration in 2021, SAT could not make a determination about catch-up, so that SAT 
could no longer consider the previous four years in its determination; it could only make a determination for that 
year. What a ridiculous situation! The government had six months to get this thing right, but it could not even get 
right that one little thing. The government is saying, “We have a watertight bill” but at the same time it is also 
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saying, “Oh, that’s right.” Do members know what the Premier’s response was? His response was: they will fix it 
in the upper house. Of course, we will; we always fix up their rubbish. Is it not a sad state of affairs that after this 
amount of time, this bill, which apparently will fix up the financial mess the government purportedly has, is full 
of holes? I can imagine what members opposite are saying, because, as I said, it starts to wear thin after a while, 
particularly when a government hands down its first budget that contains increased spending, increased deficit and 
increased debt. The government would have a degree of credibility if in its first budget it had shown some 
constraint in spending and reduced deficit and reduced debt, but it did not. 

Hon Kyle McGinn interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No, we can keep on looking at the past, as you guys obviously keep on doing. They can 
keep on bringing up this rubbish. But when it comes down to it, fundamentally, they are doing their bilaterals right 
now for the next budget. Unless we see some constraint, you guys are gone. I promise you. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: There we go. I love it when you guys laugh; I absolutely love it. It is like Come in Spinner. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 6240.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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