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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 MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [9.11 pm]: I rise to continue my remarks on the Salaries and 
Allowances Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. In doing so, I do not intend to detain the house 
too much longer because I want to get into the committee stage of the bill, given that one of our standing 
committees will not get the opportunity to do that work for the house. 

There are some areas I want to talk about that I have asked some questions about in this place—two areas in 
particular; one is the parliamentary pension scheme. Members will be aware that I made some remarks about this 
earlier today during debate on the motion to refer the bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation. I have asked 
questions in this house on this issue. On 2 November I asked question without notice 781 of the 
Leader of the House representing the Premier. I asked if the Premier had sought advice on amendment to the 
parliamentary pension scheme in order to reduce costs to the taxpayer and assist in budget repair, given that, 
according to the second reading speech, that is the focus of this bill. The answer to that question was — 

The parliamentary pension scheme was not a consideration in the drafting of this bill. The overwhelming 
focus of this bill related to the freezing of salaries determined by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, 
which have financial implications for the state government. I take the opportunity now to remind 
members that given the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is due to make a determination on members’ 
pay at the end of November, there is an element of time sensitivity in the passage of this legislation. 

That answer was given on 2 November; I do not think we had yet begun debate on this bill. At the earliest, I think 
it was on 28 or 29 November, so clearly the government did not share the Premier’s view that there was an element 
of time sensitivity in the progress of this legislation. Conversely, one could argue that now that the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal has made a determination, there is no longer an element of time sensitivity in the progress of 
this bill, if we were to interpret the Premier’s words as delivered by the Leader of the House in this place on 
2 November. I am surprised that the government did not consider what could be done with the parliamentary 
pension scheme, particularly given that the second reading speech states — 

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 that members are not exempt from this 
important task. 

That is a direct quote from the minister’s second reading speech in this place, and I dare say it is also a direct quote 
from the minister’s second reading speech in the other place. Why is this of interest? On 28 June, I asked question 
on notice 20 to the Minister for Environment representing the Treasurer. It states — 

I refer to the Parliamentary Pension Scheme established under the Parliamentary Superannuation Act 1970, 
and ask: 
(a) which current Members of Parliament are members of the scheme; and 
(b) of the current members of the scheme, which Members had the option under transitional 

provisions to transfer to the new superannuation arrangements which now apply to Members of 
Parliament? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied — 
(a) There are five current Members of Parliament who are members of the Parliamentary Pension 

Scheme. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Did he name them? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It continues — 

(b) All members of the Parliamentary Pension Scheme were given the option during the period from 
10 October 2000 until 30 June 2001 to cease participating in that scheme. 

Hon Simon O’Brien asked by interjection whether they were named. No, they were not named, despite me asking 
which current members of Parliament are members of the scheme. The question was not how many members of 
Parliament are members of the scheme; it was which current members of Parliament are members of the scheme. 
On 24 August, I asked question on notice 326 again to the Minister for Environment representing the Treasurer. It 
states — 
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I refer to the Minister’s answer to question on notice No. 20, answered on 28 June 2017, and I ask again: 
(a) which current Members of Parliament currently enjoy membership of the Parliamentary Pension 

Scheme; and 
(b) if it is the Minister’s intention to not provide the information I seek, when does the Minister 

intend to fulfil his obligations under section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006? 
The answer states — 

(a) The information requested is confidential. 
(b) I am advised that section 82 does not apply in this case—but in the interests of due process I will 

give Notice during the next sitting. 
I have a statement tabled under section 82(1)(a) of the Financial Management Act 2006. I do not have the date that 
it was tabled, but I assume that, as the Treasurer said, it was tabled on the next sitting day after Thursday, 
24 August. This statement by the Treasurer states — 

I have decided that it is reasonable and appropriate not to answer the first question asked in relation to 
the members of the Parliamentary Superannuation Scheme. The identity of those members of Parliament 
who are members of the Parliamentary Superannuation Scheme is considered to be confidential in nature. 
The disclosure of the information is not in the public interest. 

I find this quite remarkable, because until I asked the question, I think it was fairly widely known who were thought 
to be the four members of the pension scheme. That number has slowly decreased since the scheme closed in 2000. 
Surprisingly, the answer that I received was that five current members of Parliament are members of the 
parliamentary pension scheme. It is interesting that the statement by the Treasurer on at least two occasions—in 
answering my questions on notice and tabling a notice pursuant to section 82(1)(a) of the Financial Management 
Act 2006—stated that the names of these members are confidential. I did not ask how much they had put away in 
their nest egg, how much they will get in their pension or how much more they sacrifice, if that is even possible. 
I did not ask anything of that nature. I did not ask for any specific details about these members, apart from who 
they are. Quite reasonably, at that time I think it was known who those four members were. The answer I received 
is that five members are members of the parliamentary pension scheme. It is interesting in this context that the 
Premier has agreed that this was not canvassed in the drafting of the bill. This is an area that could provide savings 
of the nature that the government is looking for in its so-called debt and deficit remediation, if we are to believe 
the Premier’s second reading speech. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: So what are you proposing? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am getting to it, Hon Simon O’Brien. The Treasurer has refused to answer that 
question and name those members. This government has on numerous occasions deemed it quite appropriate to 
name public servants—sometimes senior and sometimes not so senior—and to provide much more information 
than I have sought in my question. That information has included the name and level of the public servant, the 
termination benefit, and how much annual leave the public servant was paid out when their position was terminated 
or they took severance. The government has provided all sorts of information to this place about public servants. 
However, for some reason the Treasurer has formed the view that he refuses to provide that information. I have 
persisted with that issue, and the Treasurer’s view will now be scrutinised by the Auditor General, quite rightly, 
as to whether that information should be kept confidential and whether the disclosure of that information is in the 
public interest. Earlier today, I quoted an article from The Sunday Times of 18 April 2010. The article is headed 
“Pollies’ perk rage: Seven in heaven with magic millions”. The article states that the now Treasurer, 
Hon Ben Wyatt, along with another now cabinet minister, Bill Johnston, have called on the government to stop 
the scheme. It is interesting that that was their view in 2010, yet it was not part of the consideration of this bill. 
I note that on 12 October 2017, during the second reading debate on this bill in the Legislative Assembly, an 
amendment was moved to the motion “That the bill be now read a second time”. The amendment was to delete the 
word “now” and to insert after the word “time” — 

after the government amends the Parliamentary Superannuation Act to freeze any increases in pension 
benefits of those members elected prior to 2001 until 1 July 2021 

Obviously the date of 1 July 2021 is important, because that is the date on which the freeze that is proposed in this 
bill will cease if the bill passes in its current form. That amendment was moved by the Liberal Party. I can only 
interpret that amendment to mean that the effect of the bill will be delayed until such time as the government makes 
similar amendments to the Parliamentary Superannuation Act to freeze increases in the pension benefits to those 
members elected prior to 2001. Interestingly, the amendment moved by the Liberal Party was put to a division, 
and the result was 16 ayes and 33 noes. All the members of the Labor Party lined up against the amendment, and 
all the members of the Liberal and National Parties supported the amendment. That included members of the 
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parliamentary pension scheme. They put aside their self-interest and agreed that they need to do some heavy lifting 
as well. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Who are they? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We do not know, because the Treasurer is refusing to name those members of 
Parliament who are members of the parliamentary pension scheme. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: If there was a division, as you are advising us of, why was that not recorded? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Their names are recorded. There are 16 ayes. Does Hon Simon O’Brien want me 
to read all the names? 
Hon Simon O’Brien: No, but you said it includes a number of existing beneficiaries of the scheme. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I can identify one member who is reportedly a member of the parliamentary pension 
scheme. I will be able to confirm that once the Treasurer answers the questions that I have asked in this place. That 
was in the other place. That was a Liberal Party amendment that was negatived by the Labor Party in the other 
place, and obviously did not make it to this place. It is interesting that, when I asked some questions about this at 
estimates, I incorrectly assumed that the parliamentary pension scheme was funded in advance by annual 
appropriations, if you like. I am not sure whether it was during the estimates hearings or pre-estimates or 
post-estimates questions, but when I asked those questions, I discovered that essentially the parliamentary pension 
scheme in Western Australia could be considered, quite fairly, as an unfunded liability of the government, in that 
the state provides, through Treasury, an annual appropriation for the scheme to fund its liabilities. Obviously, those 
liabilities change as member circumstances change—as there are retirements, deaths and the like. They are 
unfunded liabilities, unlike superannuation, under which the employee sacrifices income, or the employer puts 
money away, it increases and decreases according to investment decisions, and at the end of the day employees 
are left with whatever they are left with. It is an unfunded liability, in my view, but I am happy for others to put 
a contrary view about that. 
The original reason I pursued this issue a bit further was this five-member result. I think we were all fairly comfortable 
with the number four, but when five popped up, that was surprising. It was only because of an interjection by 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan during a debate that I began to suspect that that fifth member was likely to be her. After 
a number of years not in the service of the Parliament of Western Australia, she returned to the Parliament and 
resumed membership of the scheme. An article was published in The West Australian on Wednesday, 29 November, 
I think about the time we commenced debate on this bill. It was an opinion piece by Paul Murray, titled 
“Lucrative Parliamentary Pension Plan is super for some MPs”. In the article, Hon Alannah MacTiernan is quoted as 
saying — 

“On returning to Parliament this year I was advised by Parliamentary Services that, as I was a member of 
the pre-2000 scheme when last in State Parliament, the law is structured in a way that required me to 
rejoin the scheme. 
“This ensured that payment of my parliamentary pension ceased: so my re-entering State Parliament 
actually costs less to the taxpayer than if I resumed working in the private sector.” 

I have no evidence to suggest that those comments are right, wrong or otherwise; I am not suggesting that the 
comments made by Hon Alannah MacTiernan are incorrect. However, it points out an interesting quirk, in that 
most people would think that the scheme closed in the year 2000, with some transitional provisions extending up 
to 30 June 2001. It is rather bizarre, particularly in the circumstances of dealing with this bill, that a minister who 
returns to the service of the state Parliament is essentially forced to return to the parliamentary pension scheme, 
effectively not having a choice, because exercising that choice to opt into super, like the majority of us, would be 
to the detriment of the taxpayer, if that statement is correct. That is truly bizarre, and I would think it would be 
enough to warrant the government considering amendments to the scheme to ensure that those issues are correct 
in the future. 

I want to move on to another area of interest, in relation to some comments made by several speakers, mainly 
Hon Peter Collier and Hon Alison Xamon, about the operations of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. In 
particular, I want to talk about the motor vehicle allowance that arose out of a determination on 1 December 2016. 
This is another area I sought some answers on in this place and I want to talk about it briefly. I know that 
Hon Alison Xamon spoke about how swiftly the tribunal responded to the issue. 

Hon Alison Xamon: After the media raised it. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It was after the media raised it, and I want to add a little bit to that, because I would 
argue that there was a greater warning than the issue coming to the media, but I want to get to that in a minute. 

On 16 May 2017, I asked a question of the Leader of the House representing the Premier; it was question without 
notice 18. I basically asked a range of questions about who had been issued with a motor vehicle, who had given 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 5 December 2017] 

 p6538b-6543a 
Hon Martin Aldridge 

 [4] 

it back, who was taking the allowance, when did the Premier write to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal about 
the matter and a whole range of issues. I am paraphrasing because the answer I got was not specific, so the question 
I asked was almost irrelevant. The answer I got was — 

… The determination by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal was made on 1 December 2016 under the 
previous government, the government to which the honourable member belonged, and was not made 
public. 

… 

It is disappointing that this was kept secret and it is disappointing that this government has been forced 
to clean it up. This affects all ministers and, as such, the government is moving to have it rectified as soon 
as possible. The Premier has proposed a simple remedy to this arrangement—to return to the previous 
determination concerning office holder vehicle entitlements, which would see metropolitan-based 
ministers no longer able to receive both entitlements. 

That is quite an extraordinary answer and in at least one respect it is not correct, because the minister said that the 
determination of the tribunal of 1 December 2016 was “not made public”—that is a direct quote from the answer. 
Of course, that is complete rubbish. The government has no role in releasing or issuing the determinations of the 
tribunal. The tribunal has a statutory obligation to release a determination within one year of its last and the 
government has no power or ability to restrict, contain, withhold or even publish a determination of the tribunal. 
That tribunal determination was made public. Sometimes I have argued that the first we hear about the tribunal’s 
determinations is when the media call us to ask us to make comment on it, so sometimes we are not that informed 
on when it is issuing determinations. Nevertheless, the government had no role in issuing the determination or in 
publishing it. I challenge any member to suggest otherwise. This answer provided to me on 16 May was wrong, 
and two days later the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal released a media statement. Again, this was peculiar, 
because the tribunal does not usually issue media statements; it issues a determination and we do not really see or 
hear much from it. On 18 May, the tribunal issued a media statement titled “Determination on MP’s Motor Vehicle 
Allowance”. It states — 

The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has issued a determination with respect to the eligibility of 
Ministers and certain other officeholders to receive the Motor Vehicle Allowance, as specified in Part 5 
of the Members of Parliament Tribunal Determination No. 2 of 2016, issued on 1 December 2016. 

The Tribunal’s original decision to provide a motor vehicle allowance aimed to ensure all Members had 
capacity to address their particular vehicle requirements and remove the burden on Government to 
provide Members with private plated, leased vehicles. 

Under arrangements that are separate to the Tribunal, Ministers and certain officeholders are provided 
a vehicle. The Tribunal has been advised that these arrangements will be maintained, creating the 
unintended result of a second vehicle entitlement for some Members of Parliament. 

The Determination has now been amended to prevent Ministers and certain officeholders from accessing 
the Motor Vehicle Allowance. Those officeholders who represent regional areas may, subject to Tribunal 
approval, receive the Allowance for use in their electorates. 

What is of interest is that on 5 February 2017 I wrote to the chairman of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, 
some two months after the determination was issued in the lead-up to the election. I quote from my correspondence 
to the tribunal — 

A couple of matters have come to the fore which are worthy of raising with the tribunal. Both relate to 
the fair application of the allowance. 

The determination no longer makes reference to motor vehicles supplied at government expense separate 
to the SAT determination. The current determination of the tribunal does contain such provisions in 
clause 5.1(5). I understand it is the intention of the Department of Premier and Cabinet to continue to 
supply motor vehicles to Ministers of the Crown. In this circumstance a member could receive up to 
$42,000 in accordance with clause 5.1 as well as a government maintained motor vehicle. The separation 
between ministerial and other electorate and official responsibilities are never black and white. Often 
Ministers will travel and include a mixture of official duties. A metropolitan based Premier who is 
provided a ministerial car and driver would be unlikely to incur further travel costs yet is provided 
a $25,000 entitlement. The determination which has affect from 12 March 2017 is likely to result in 
significant financial advantage being gained by Ministers without the appropriate outlay of related costs. 

That was my correspondence to the tribunal on 5 February 2017, to which the tribunal responded on 27 March 2017, 
after the election. It stated — 
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With respect to the “Motor Vehicle” and “Charter Transport” Allowances, the Tribunal appreciated your 
insights and will monitor the Impact of changes prescribed in the recent Determination. 

I would say that hardly rang alarm bells with the tribunal. It was not until questions started to be asked in this place 
and then media articles appeared, and almost two months later we saw a decision from the tribunal that amended 
its determination to clear up the matter. 

We have heard in the debate previously about the number of ministers who claimed the motor vehicle allowance 
as well as receiving a government vehicle, which is the concern I wrote to the tribunal about in February. I am not 
going to go over all those matters, but $5 331 was received by a number of ministers. Why is that important in the 
context of this bill? It is important because apparently we are talking about debt and deficit remediation; but we 
are also talking about, from this government, a policy of state public servant wage restraint and a capping of public 
sector salary increases to $1 000 per annum, something that I spoke about earlier in my contribution. In the context 
of the $5 331 pocketed by each of these ministers, that is a significant disparity. Capping a public servant’s salary 
increase at $1 000 a year does not match what these ministers received in a matter of only a few months over the 
four years of the budget and forward estimates. That is of significant concern.  

It staggers me when a person incorrectly claims something, or claims something with the perception that they 
should not have or when they have not outlaid an expense that matches the claim that they have received; they 
should just pay back the money. I am not sure how cabinet ministers continue to run the lines that they do. As far 
as I can tell from the commentary in this place and questions that have been asked, although I have not seen any 
recently, I have not seen any evidence that they made any attempt to or have indeed paid some or all those funds 
back. I really think that is quite extraordinary. I would not think twice about returning that money if I were in that 
position. I would certainly take it upon myself to read the determination, something that clearly neither the 
government nor ministers involved have done, because apparently the last government kept it secret. However 
they did that, I am not sure. That is something that ought to be addressed. Similarly, amendments in the other place 
addressed this issue, which, similarly, were defeated. 

It is rather interesting, particularly if we look at some of the decisions that have been made. The cuts by Labor to 
the boarding away from home allowance is one decision that I am getting a lot of correspondence on in my 
electorate. These parents have no other option than to send their kids away to a residential boarding facility. The 
modest annual grant they get from the state, which has been in the order of $2 000, will be reduced to $1 320 over 
the next few years to 2022. I do not know how someone can be a member of a government, particularly a regional 
member of a government, and defend the money that has been pocketed by these ministers. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! You are not helping the member on his feet with cross-chamber chat. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I find it extraordinary that particularly regional members of this government can 
keep trotting out the lines about debt and deficit but, at the same time, its ministers have claimed $5 331 that they 
probably should not have. At the same time, they are telling mums and dads who live in regional and remote 
Western Australia, “Sorry guys, but you’ve got to tighten your belts because we’re about to have a three-month 
recess in the Legislative Council and we’re going to blow our $5 331 on overseas holidays!” I think that is 
despicable. If any member opposite wants to defend that, they can jump up tomorrow and tell me why that should 
not be my view, but I doubt they will do that. 
We have to deal with a number of amendments to the Salaries and Allowances Amendment (Debt and Deficit 
Remediation) Bill 2017. A whole range of positions will be put, including from the crossbench, the government 
and Liberal Party members. There will be interesting debates as we move into the Committee of the Whole stage. 
It will certainly be interesting because we have no other option than to use Committee of the Whole to pursue the 
issues that we see with this bill. I still think there is a different way to address some of these concerns and not 
repeat the mistakes made by members of the other place. They declared the bill urgent, when it is clearly not 
urgent, and rushed it through with mistakes. On not one but two occasions, the government also made second 
reading speeches that clearly do not align with the content of the bill. If the second reading speeches reflected the 
content of the bill, the government would not be amending its own bill. It will be interesting when we get to the 
government amendments and consider the issue of the tribunal being able to increase payments after the cessation 
of the pay freeze, as well as all the other amendments that have been flagged on the supplementary notice paper.  

I reiterate the view that the time for sensitivity to this bill passed after the tribunal’s determination was issued on 
Thursday last week. That was made clear by the Premier’s answer to my question in this place that urged us to 
pass this bill prior to that date. That time has clearly passed. I acknowledge that this bill deals with office holders 
other than those of Parliament, but members of Parliament are predominantly the focus of this bill, not least in 
political focus, but they are probably the greatest contributor to the financial benefit of the passage of this bill, if 
members believe there will be a financial benefit to the state. I am of the view that the tribunal did its job in its last 
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four determinations and that is why it has frozen, on three of the four occasions, the salaries of members of 
Parliament without this bill having any effect on their decision-making, including as recently as Thursday. 

I will conclude with those remarks and I look forward to pursuing these issues in Committee of the Whole. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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