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GOVERNMENT WAGES POLICY 

Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I received the following letter this morning — 

Dear Mr President 

Pursuant to Standing Order 72, I hereby give notice that — 

I think that the word “at” is missing. To continue — 

today’s sitting I intend to move; 

That the Council consider as a matter of urgency, its grave concerned that the State Government has 
awarded a near 25% increase in benefits to the CEO of Verve Energy, and a 12% pay increase to the 
CEO of Western Power while at the same time, persists in having a wages policy that limits public 
sector pay increases to only 2.5%. 

Yours sincerely 

Hon Kate Doust MLC 
MEMBER FOR SOUTH METROPOLITAN REGION 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.41 pm]: I move the 
motion. I will seek to eliminate typos next time I submit an urgency motion, Mr President. Thank you for 
alerting me to that. 

The key reason I have moved this urgency motion today is because I have just noticed a pattern emerging within 
this government over the past few months. While in its first 12 months there has been great hoo-ha on its part 
about cutting back by way of the three per cent efficiency dividend, cutting back on essential services in the 
public service, its threat of cuts in health and threat of job losses in other areas, such as energy, which we dealt 
with a few months ago, it has been cherry picking which blocks of the public sector workers will receive pay 
rises. We have seen an increase in the use of both consultants and committees, and I am sure that one of my 
colleagues will spend more time on that, while, at the same time, the government has established its wages 
policy at 2.5 per cent for this year.  

The opposition understands that we are in a difficult economic situation and everybody has been dealing with the 
global financial crisis; indeed, belts need to be tightened and there needs to be ways of finding measures to 
sustain businesses. However, while we find that low-income workers in the public sector have tightened their 
belts to extremes in some case, a pattern is emerging whereby the state government has wilfully and blithely 
been ticking off on quite substantial pay rises for a number of chief executive officers.  

I will not talk about health or the recent news about the Government Employees Superannuation Board, but I 
will focus on those areas covered in my shadow portfolio of energy, because they are quite significant.  

Low-income workers are having to tolerate either no offers or very low offers, and I know that education 
workers, gardeners and cleaners in the public sector recently were offered only 2.5 per cent, plus 2.5 per cent and 
three per cent over a three-year period, which is a low set of increases. At the same time this same group of 
people are having to tighten their belt in a range of other ways to enable them to pay the 10 per cent increase in 
water charges, the 25 per cent increase in power charges this year, with more to flow next year, the 26 per cent 
increase in gas charges, and, on top of that, increases in food prices as well as increases in rentals—that is, if 
they are in the rental market—and a range of other increases. It is getting harder for low-income workers.  

This government needs to find some balance and equity for people across the public sector. It should not only be 
looking after the fat cats—the senior executives and CEOs at one end of the scale—but ensuring that there is 
equity and fairness for those workers at the lower end of scale, so that they can still sustain a reasonable standard 
of living. It is getting harder for those families, and a number of them are not coping under the current situation 
with the offers that have been made to them and it is starting to build discontent within the public service. We 
are starting to hear that workers on low incomes, who are normally reluctant to take any form of industrial action 
and raise their voice, are starting to roll out a series of campaigns and actions, so that the government will hear 
their voice and pay attention to their request for some equity and fairness in their pay increases.  
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Recently one of the unions was at Parliament House with a range of the workers it represents who spoke about 
their situation. I understand that the Premier spoke to a number of those workers and one of the women told him 
that she earned approximately $37 000. The Premier said, “So you work part time, do you?” No, that is her full-
time wage, on which she has to sustain her family and pay for all the utilities increases that have been imposed 
on her by this government. It is getting tougher and tougher for those people. I am sure that some of my 
colleagues will provide more detailed examples of the impact of increased costs that have been felt by low-
income workers but not by CEOs. Times are indeed tough for some workers in the public sector, but not for 
others. This government is establishing a pattern of behaviour in the way it rewards those senior public sector 
executives and CEOs but holds back on pay increases for low-income workers in the public sector.  

With the change of government this government responded to the ongoing issues with teachers and gave them 
between a 20 per cent and 24 per cent pay rise. It also dealt with the police and gave them an eight per cent pay 
rise over two years. Both these pay rises were reasonable; in fact, for the teachers it was a very good pay rise. I 
understand that the TAFE lecturers received a generous pay rise. All power to those respective unions for being 
successful in getting the best outcome they possibly could for their members.  

Unfortunately, we are now starting to see with this government’s cherry picking approach that it does not regard 
every worker in the same way. Some people would say that what is starting to evolve is a bit of gender disparity. 
The boys in blue in the police force are well looked after and the teachers are looked after because they are 
essential. However, for gardeners, cleaners and hospital workers it is different. Who is to say what will happen 
with nurses and enrolled nurses down the track in the next year or two? Will they be regarded in the same way? 
The type of work I am talking about is mainly female dominated. It is interesting to note that today the 
Australian Council of Trade Unions came out and said that no matter what good work has been put in place, 
women’s wages still lag behind men’s wages in workplaces. It is an interesting pattern that is emerging and 
perhaps the more dominant, more active industries will be looked after because the government wants to hose 
down the political outcry, but it is prepared to push aside the low-income earners who do not have the muscle 
and the clout politically to force the government to pay them a higher rate.  

It is interesting, and the government supports this, that the Treasurer thinks that 7.5 per cent to eight per cent is a 
reasonable amount for a pay increase. The member for Riverton, Mike Nahan, who, as members know is an 
economic rationalist, was quoted in the Canning Times on 8 September this year as follows — 

Mr Nahan said he supported the 2.5 per cent wages cap … 

Further on the article states that Mr Nahan said — 

“The cap will keep real wages constant and will apply to all public service wage negotiations,” … 

“Unemployment has more than doubled since last October and (government) revenue has fallen. The 
Government has to look at the economy as a whole; to minimise unemployment rather than to give 
large wage increases.  

“They are asking for boom-time wage increases. No one is getting 7 per cent increases at the moment.”  

Well, Mr Nahan is wrong. Low paid workers in the public sector might not be getting high increases but 
certainly the CEOs and executives are getting substantial and, in some cases, excessive increases. At a time 
when everybody is being asked to tighten their belt and are having to manage their way through this difficult 
financial time, we have a minister and government that are prepared to tick off on these very high pay increases.  

I noted with interest that last week Verve’s annual report was not tabled until five o’clock in the afternoon; very 
late in the day. I would like to know why the minister left it so late when it could have been tabled earlier.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is a fair cop.  

Hon KATE DOUST: It is a fair cop. Forgive me for being suspicious, but I wondered what the minister was 
hiding. I raced off to find out what it was and I was interested to see the overly generous pay rises afforded to 
executives in that area. Coming back to energy, it is relevant because for the past 18 months the Australian 
Services Union has been in intensive negotiations with various corporations—Verve, Synergy and Western 
Power—and still has not been able to resolve an outcome for the workers it represents. I know that the minister 
receives the same emails and letters that I do from workers and delegates in those areas in which they express 
their frustration and talk about their level of hardship and call on the minister to do something. I know the 
minister will say that he cannot interfere and cannot get involved. I understand that he can. I understand that the 
boards of those organisations will come to him and tell him what they are proposing to do. I understand that the 
minister can accept, modify or reject whatever that might be. He has the capacity to do that. He does not have to 
accept these pay rises. I am very surprised that in the current economic climate when everybody is being told to 
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tighten their belt, that this minister signed off on these pay rises. The minister did not seek to amend these pay 
increases. He did not seek to give directions to these organisations. 

Hon Peter Collier: I did amend them. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Well, the minister did not say that. The minister signed off on these pay increases. The 
minister said that it is acceptable for these people to receive such a high percentage increase. Let us face it. 
When people are on a high income, a percentage increase will certainly boost their salary. However, when 
people are on a low income, it is better for them to get a dollar increase than a percentage increase, because then 
they will get a real benefit. 

Why are these people so deserving of these pay increases? We are not being critical of the individuals who have 
received these increases. I am sure they are working hard in performing their roles. However, there has been a 
range of issues in Western Power. The government has had to can a number of very important infrastructure 
projects in Western Power. One of those projects is the 330-kilovolt line from Perth to Geraldton, and from 
Collie to Perth. Even the minister has not been able to get the detail out of Western Power about why these 
projects cannot proceed and why the cost of these projects has escalated. The minister also has not been able to 
get Western Power to provide the detail that it needs to provide to the Economic Regulation Authority so that the 
ERA can sign off on Western Power’s proposed network changes. Western Power has not been able to meet the 
target that it has been set by the ERA to keep the number of blackouts below the required limit. It must be asked 
whether the minister is justified in giving the people in charge of Western Power a pay increase this year when 
these issues have not been dealt with satisfactorily. 

I turn now to Verve Energy. The minister seems to think that a pay increase of $94 000 for the chief executive 
officer of Verve, Ms Shirley In’t Veld, is justified. However, there are also issues of concern in Verve. The 
annual report of Verve Energy talks about the 41 per cent increase in lost-time injuries this year, the increase in 
the number of environmental breaches under its licence, the problems with its financial arrangements, and the 
pressure that is being applied to staff because of the way in which Verve operates. 

The one thing that we keep coming back to with this particular minister is his hands-off approach to dealing with 
these matters. I know that the minister is focused on his new department of training. That is the closest that the 
minister is going to get to education, so he wants to do a very good job with that. However, the minister is 
putting energy to one side. The minister is signing off carte blanche on these increases. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The interjections from the member’s own side are totally unnecessary. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President—and I did not encourage them. 

Before the minister gets up and says that he does not have the capacity to reject or amend these types of 
increases, I refer the minister to the time Hon Fran Logan was the Minister for Energy and amended a proposed 
pay rise for the then chief executive officer of Western Power, Mr Doug Aberle. It is very interesting to quote 
what Fran Logan said in his press release of 21 November 2007 about that matter — 

“As the people’s representative, I have the job of making sure these demands are carried out to the best 
of Western Power’s ability. 

I say to the minister that as the people’s representative, he should be ensuring that there is fairness and equity 
across his portfolios. The minister should be ensuring that not only are his senior executives well and truly 
looked after, but also his low-income workers are looked after. However, that is not what the minister is doing. 
The minister is establishing a pattern of behaviour whereby senior executives continue to be looked after very 
well, and low-income workers, who are essential to the running of the operation, are not being catered to. I do 
not know why the people who maintain power poles are not as important as police officers, teachers and nurses. I 
think they are very important, because if the power poles are not maintained, we may not have power at some 
point in time. The minister needs to get on and do his job more effectively. 

In the short amount of time left to me, I want to read into Hansard a letter to the editor that appears in today’s 
The West Australian This letter is from a Mr Kevin Bettridge from Rivervale, and it absolutely hits the nail on 
the head in relation to CEOs being paid outrageous amounts of money compared with low-income workers. The 
letter is headed “Pay Increases ‘Fair’?”, and it states — 

Shirley In’t Veld, the managing director of Verve Energy, received a pay increase of nearly 25 per cent  
. . .  and other Verve executives received increases of up to $68,000 and Ms In’t Veld said in a 
television report she believes the increase to be fair. 
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The letter goes on to talk about the losses in Verve. It then says — 

While the low-paid working class is being made to sacrifice pay and accept a lower living standard, for 
an economic crisis not of their making, CEOs and other people in executive-type positions are being 
rewarded handsomely of late, despite their organisations losing big amounts of money. And that is 
“fair”? 

Those who are in power really do hold the purse strings because it appears that being “fair” is surely a 
subjective term, one that is based on “class”, particularly when the subject of wage restraint and salary 
increases by those at the top in government and private enterprise is being contemplated regardless of 
the economic conditions. 

Mr Bettridge has hit the nail on the head. This is a very serious issue. The minister needs to start focusing on 
how he can provide equity and balance so that the people at the lower end of the scale are also looked after and 
are given decent remuneration for the work that they do. If the people at the lower end of the scale have to 
tighten their belts, then so too should the executives.  

A pattern of behaviour is emerging from this government. It is disappointing. The government needs to look 
after the low-income workers as well. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.55 pm]: I rise to support the motion on behalf of the 
Greens (WA). However, in doing so, I articulate that we also are incredibly concerned that the fat cats at the top 
of the tree are getting these sorts of pay increases. Having said that, the interesting point is that we need to 
remember that Verve is still bleeding to the tune of around $2 million a week. We do not believe that we can 
blame the current administration for that. However, it is pertinent to note that in 2003, when we were dealing 
with the disaggregation bills—the Electricity Legislation (Amendments and Transitional Provisions) Bill 2003 
and the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003—it was identified in a report by Deloitte that the disaggregation of 
Western Power would reduce the net benefit to the state by between $415 million and $500 million per annum. 
Unfortunately, it was the Labor government of the day that split Western Power, with the support of the Liberal 
Party. That debate at that time was very interesting, because the then Leader of the Opposition and now Premier, 
Hon Colin Barnett, identified that Western Power should not be split. However, when it came to a vote, the 
Liberal Party joined with the Labor Party in disaggregating Western Power into four components. It was 
identified not only in that Deloitte report, but also in a report by Frontier Economics, that to disaggregate what 
was one of the smallest energy suppliers anywhere in the world was probably the worst thing that could be done 
in this state. We would not split a successful corner store into four different entities. However, that is what has 
been done in this state with Western Power. Unfortunately, we are still wearing the costs of that.  

I do not think that the chief executive officer of Verve Energy or any of the other senior executives of Verve, 
who have been given what I consider to be exorbitant wage increases at a time when we are all supposed to be 
showing some restraint, could have done anything about the problems in Verve. I note from an article in The 
Australian of 16 October 2009 that Shirley In’t Veld has stated that she loves a challenge. The article goes on to 
talk about how she has moved into various organisations and has achieved the task of dealing with a challenge, 
and she has then found it rather boring and has moved on. The problem is that I do not think that the challenge 
that she faces in Verve Energy is one that she is capable of dealing with. I say that because this is a longstanding 
problem that we now have in Western Australia with our energy supply. Until we actually get hold of the issue 
of how we can manage one of the smallest electricity grids not only in Australia, but in the world, I think we will 
continue to have these problems. The problem is also that when these sorts of wage increases are granted, it 
sends an incredibly bad message to the workers in the industry. These workers feel disenfranchised and belittled, 
and their work ethic diminishes—I do not blame them. If we are going to have a process of awarding people a 
wage increase, then it should be across the board. We know that Western Power workers recently negotiated a 
better outcome for themselves, but it was nowhere near the sorts of figures we are talking about here.  

In conclusion, the Greens (WA) support Hon Kate Doust’s urgency motion, and we ask that the minister try to 
do something about the basket case state of finances he is beset with, because his party supported the legislation. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [4.01 pm]: I rise to support Hon Kate Doust’s urgency 
motion. My first comment is that the Liberal Party, and certainly the key government players, goes to great 
lengths to screw down ordinary working people. The one thing that it consistently does is ensure that those who 
are the most disadvantaged and least able to defend themselves and protect their own interests are the ones who 
are screwed down by this government as a matter of course. Members only have to look at the budgetary 
position of this state government to find out that it has some serious issues indeed. How on earth it can justify the 
magnitude of the salary increases of some senior executives who have had their remuneration packages ticked 
off is just beyond me. 
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I want to spend a couple of minutes discussing the “Verve Energy Annual Report 2008/09”. I noticed that 
although the papers have commented that the managing director of Verve Energy received a $60 000 salary 
increase, it was in fact higher than that. In 2008, the managing director received a salary package of $381 014. 
That can be compared with a total package of $475 270 for 2009. That makes a total increase of $94 256. 
Included in that salary package is a short-term cash incentive of $60 500. I also noticed that other executives 
have some very, very interesting short-term cash incentives in their packages. It really indicates just how far this 
government is prepared to go to ensure that the people at the top of the tree are indeed happy.  

Members should compare those figures, for example, with the claims made by representatives of the members of 
the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union on behalf of their members, who are negotiating their 
enterprise bargaining agreement with the Department of Education and Training. Members will find that those 
workers are limited to a wage rise of 2.5 per cent in the first year, with a total of eight per cent over three years. 
Members should compare what the Verve managing director receives and the salary packages of the executives 
with what LHMU members are being offered and what it translates to in real dollar terms. For example, 
education assistants currently have an average weekly wage of only $596.37; cleaners receive $705.40; and 
gardeners receive $705.40. It would be very, very difficult indeed to live on that sort of money. I would like the 
minister to explain how he can justify such disparity. I would like the minister to explain why he has chosen to 
go down the path of ensuring that the managing director of Verve has been looked after to the extent that she 
has—the minister having authorised that increase—while he is, at the same time, negotiating an EBA for LHMU 
members who work, for example, in the training system, that confines them to a 2.5 per cent wage increase in the 
first year. I would like the minister to explain how he can justify his actions in doing so.  

Under the state government wages policy, a 2.5 per cent wage increase for a typical school support worker or 
education assistant results in an hourly wage increase of 44c—not enough for an ice cream! An ice cream cannot 
be bought for 44c—that is not even half an ice cream! Members could only get a quarter of an ice cream for 
44c—maybe an icy pole! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Half of a half of an icy pole—a quarter of an icy pole!  

Hon Ken Travers: You certainly couldn’t get a hamburger and fries! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Certainly not that!  

For a cleaner, a 2.5 per cent wage increase amounts to 44c—once again, a quarter of an icy pole! For gardeners it 
will be exactly the same—44c. In weekly terms, the increase will be $14.63 for education assistants, $17.80 for 
cleaners, and $17.80 for gardeners. In annual terms, the amount of the increase certainly does not cover the cost 
of the more than $1 000 extra that people have had to find to deal with the increased taxes and charges imposed 
by this government; in fact, it falls well short. The annual increase will equate to $760.76 for education 
assistants, $925.60 for cleaners, and $925.60 for gardeners. When we look at the total charges increases imposed 
by this government, we see that they are well over $1 000. It is very, very concerning.  

The other thing that is very interesting to note is that this government did not apply a limit of a 2.5 per cent wage 
increase in the first year to teachers or police. In fact, the 2008-09 Annual Report on State Finances states —  

• higher salaries and superannuation (up $519 million), with higher than budgeted staffing 
numbers5 and wages growth. Wage increases for major EBAs finalised in 2008-09 include 
those for teachers (6% increase in headline rate from 18 September 2008), general public 
servants (4.0% from 26 February 2009), health salaried officers (4.5% from 1 July 2008) and 
social trainers (4.0% from 26 February 2009). The Departments of Health and Education and 
Training accounted for around 62% or $323 million of the total increase in salaries and 
concurrent superannuation expenditure … 

That demonstrates to me that this government went to the teachers and general public servants and picked them 
off—no problem at all—thus ensuring that there is now insufficient funding to look after a range of low-paid 
workers in this state.  

Those who are already most burdened by disadvantage will carry the brunt of the economic brutality of this 
government and, in particular, the absolute incompetence of the Minister for Energy. He knows that he is 
incompetent. He knows that this is beyond the pale. It is very, very concerning that the most disadvantaged in 
this state are being further disadvantaged by the policies of this government and this minister. 
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HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [4.10 pm]: Obviously, the 
government will not support this motion. At the outset, I apologise to Hon Kate Doust about the tabling of the 
Verve Energy report. It was not an intentional mistake; it was an unintentional mistake and I apologise for it. It 
will not happen again. Reports are always tabled at the beginning of the day’s proceedings, but there was an 
issue with that report. It was a genuine mistake, and I assure the member that it will not happen again. It was not 
intentional. 

I need to clarify a few issues. Firstly, in relation to the salary of the managing directors of both Verve and 
Western Power, there is a misguided notion that the issues with Verve’s bottom line are the result of the 
mismanagement of Verve. That is absolute bunkum; it is nonsense. Members will know that the four electricity 
corporations are statutory corporations and were established by the previous government under the Electricity 
Corporations Act 2005. The employment contracts for the MDs are provided for in the Electricity Corporations 
Act. Under the employment contracts for the MDs, the board determines the base salary and the short-term 
incentive payment, and the short-term incentive payment is based on agreed key performance indicators by the 
board and the MD. There are two components—the salary and the short-term incentive payment. The board puts 
forward a recommendation to the minister. Initially, the energy minister was Fran Logan, and then the Liberal 
Party took over in September. I was provided with a recommendation for a base salary increase for the MD of 
Verve of 14.8 per cent, and I said that I was not prepared to agree to 14.8 per cent; I agreed to 7.5 per cent at that 
time. The guidelines for the short-term bonus payment were determined by Fran Logan. I say to Hon Kate Doust 
that they were for the 2007-08 year. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I listened to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich in silence, which was very difficult, and I would 
appreciate it if she would reciprocate. 

I can retrospectively change those performance indicators. If that is a precedent that the opposition wants to set, I 
am sure that workers throughout Western Australia would be delighted to hear that. However, as I have said, 
those key performance indicators were determined by the previous Minister for Energy. 

I have made a commitment that I will review the current and future key performance indicators that will 
determine the bonus payments for the MDs. There will be no increase—that is, a zero increase—in the base 
salaries of any of the MDs. That is under my jurisdiction. There will be no increase; that needs to be understood. 
There will be a freeze on the base salaries of the MDs. If we want to change the employment contracts that were 
established by the previous government—it is all well and good for the opposition to moan and groan — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and I, in the past, were schoolteachers, as were several other 
members of this chamber. There is no way that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, when she was a schoolteacher, would 
have tolerated a student in the back corner of her classroom continually shouting across the classroom, and I do 
not intend to tolerate that either. If she will curtail those nasty habits that she seems to have gotten into, I think 
we will make more progress. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I make it quite clear that I have been proactive with the salaries of the managing 
directors. I can understand why there have been some raised eyebrows over the salary increases. An enormous 
amount of misinformation has been peddled in the community in the past three or four days that I am directly 
responsible for the salary increases. I am not. Once again I reiterate that the board recommended to me an 
increase of 14.8 per cent for Ms Shirley In’t Veld, the managing director of Verve, and I said no, but that I would 
agree to an increase of 7.5 per cent. Also, as I have said, those key performance indicators were agreed to by the 
board and the MDs and were approved by the previous minister, Fran Logan. I will be making some very 
significant changes to those performance indicators to ensure that there is change in the future. Once again, there 
will be a freeze on the base salaries of the MDs for the forthcoming year. 

I have no say at all on the salary increases of the corporate executives; that is entirely up to the board. However, 
when I came into this job, morale in Verve was at an all-time low. Verve’s executive officers were jumping ship 
left, right and centre; it was losing hundreds of millions of dollars; and it was having great difficulty, firstly, 
maintaining its executive officers and, secondly, attracting executive officers. A significant proportion of those 
executive officer salaries was a direct result of promotional positions. That needs to be understood. I also re-
emphasise that the board determines those executive salaries. 

It is quite trendy and fashionable for people around the traps to say that Verve is facing these terrible losses as a 
direct result of mismanagement. That is absolute garbage. It is as a result of a failed disaggregation process. 
What I have had to do as Minister for Energy is ensure that we do something about it, and I will get on to that. 
Since disaggregation, Verve Energy has returned losses before tax of $74.7 million in 2006-07, $184.3 million in 
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2007-08 and $239.5 million in 2008-09, as well as a loss of $16.8 million in its first three months of operation to 
30 June 2006. This represents a loss of $515.3 million, or just over half a billion dollars. Of course, we had 
non-cost reflective tariffs, which meant that Western Australians were not paying an appropriate amount for their 
electricity. The vesting contract, which incorporated the netback pricing system, was fatally flawed; it was a 
disaster. Verve was constantly copping losses any time infrastructure issues arose or fuel charges were incurred. 
Verve had to consume the whole cost. Poor old Verve was constantly copping all these losses and now people 
are saying that that is Shirley’s fault but she is being given a significant increase in salary. It has nothing to do 
with Shirley In’t Veld. I state on the public record that I have total and absolute confidence in Shirley In’t Veld. I 
think Shirley In’t Veld is an outstanding managing director who has done an extraordinarily good job with Verve 
under extenuating circumstances. 

What did the government do? We took a very difficult but necessary step with tariffs. We made the difficult 
decision to increase tariffs by 26.5 per cent—15 per cent on 1 April this year and 10 per cent on 1 July. We had 
to do that because if we had not done so, Verve would continually have to consume losses and taxpayers would 
continually have to pay this community service obligation. If taxpayers continually pay the CSO, they will have 
to bail out Verve to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars. We as a government said that we would make the 
difficult but necessary decision to increase tariffs. We are not yet close to reflectivity. Unfortunately, we have to 
increase tariffs again—that will happen in the forthcoming year—to ensure that Verve does not face the prospect 
of continually making a loss. 

I also established the Oates review. I asked Peter Oates to look at the structure of the corporations. He did a 
wonderful job. He accessed the views of a broad cross-section of industry and the corporations and came up with 
the Oates report. As a direct result of the recommendations of the Oates report, we will now make the necessary 
changes to Verve to ensure that it does not continue to haemorrhage. I will ensure that we make those necessary 
changes to the vesting contract so that Verve is not a supplier of last resort and does not have to perform a 
ridiculous balancing role in which its baseline generation has to be turned on and off because it is the supplier of 
last resort. That just does not work.  

The Liberal-National government was proactive. I was faced with the unenviable task of coming in as Minister 
for Energy following the disastrous disaggregation process. I have said to the people of Western Australia that 
the government will assist those who are least able to pay. That is why, when we increased in tariffs, we paid 
$12.6 million to help those facing hardship. We will make the necessary and difficult decisions. We will 
implement a user-pays system—which most Western Australians agree with—for electricity usage in Western 
Australia. We will help Western Australians reduce their electricity usage, thereby improving the environment. 
Western Australians will become more prudent in the way they use their electricity. As well as that, the 
government will make sure it changes the market structure so that Verve does not suffer hundreds of millions of 
dollars in losses, as it would have continued to do under the previous government’s flawed tariff process. I have 
implemented those decisions as the Minister for Energy. This motion is completely without foundation.  

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.20 pm]: Along with other 
government members, I do not support this motion. I thought that Hon Kate Doust would be well aware of the 
differences between government trading enterprises and public sector wages policies. The member is certainly 
aware that Verve and Western Power are government-owned trading enterprises that operate under their own 
legislation and are not subject to the government’s public sector wages policy. Government trading enterprises 
are required to match salaries in comparable private sector organisations or risk the loss of key staff, with the 
resulting consequences of reduced efficiency or effectiveness. The merit of wage increases in government 
trading enterprises relates largely to their operating within a commercial environment that is affected by supply 
and demand. On the other hand, public sector wages policy in Western Australia is quite different.  

I think that members need to remember that the Labor Party left the incoming Liberal-National government with 
quite a mess in that respect, because it acted with absolutely no restraint. Throughout the boom years, the Labor 
government was involved in spending that to my mind can be likened to a shark feeding frenzy, with schools of 
baitfish being swallowed up by the sharks. There was a feeding frenzy going on throughout the boom years, with 
Labor governments throwing cash at any old thing. We saw an absolute waste of the resources that we had 
throughout those boom years.  

Members opposite should not forget that in those years I talked about the five Cs of a socialist, centralist 
government and all the work that the Labor government put into trying to control the public sector and creating 
centralised bureaucracies, trying to bring in conformity and compliance and putting in place all its city-centric 
policies. However, the one C that Labor governments were never able to get hold of was constraint. That was not 
a part of anything that Labor governments did while they were trying to manage the public service.  
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Taken as an average over four years, there was a wages blow-out of 9.6 per cent, which is just not sustainable. I 
do not believe that anybody on the opposition side would think that is sustainable, and certainly not in this 
current economic climate. Members opposite know very well that something had to be done. That was not 
sustainable. Members of the Labor government had no ideas whatsoever on how to bring about some form of 
constraint in the public service.  

The new wages policy of this government, which was endorsed by cabinet in March this year, brings about a 
balance between encouraging greater efficiency and productivity, and protecting the real wages of public sector 
workers in challenging economic circumstances. Those real wages will be protected relative to the projected 
growth in the consumer price index. Members opposite need to be clear that their so-called icy poles—or 
whatever they are referring to—are absolute rubbish!  

While members opposite could not or would not take the hard decisions to reduce expenditure, not jobs, this 
government has done that. The Liberal-National government has had to make sure that other measures are 
focused on ensuring that government services are delivered in the most cost-effective manner possible; hence, 
the three per cent cuts in expenditure that are not affecting front-line services. This government has had to 
provide ways to maintain the real value of wages while requiring reform in the way that services are delivered. 
We have had to improve flexibility and productivity whilst demonstrating the constraint that members opposite 
have no idea of at all! It is certainly not one of the opposition’s Cs, as I have mentioned. That level of constraint 
is something that members opposite would never have been able to manage in the current economic climate. I 
think that the public of Western Australia knew that at the time of the 2008 election.  

Other states have followed the example of this government. I am quite sure that members opposite do not 
disagree with New South Wales and Victoria for the constraint they have shown in their public sector wages 
policies. Perhaps members opposite can tell me if they do disagree with it.  

I believe that unions and public sector employees have to take into account the vastly changed economic 
environment in which we are operating and modify their expectations. I believe that is what the wages policy 
does. I get really concerned when I hear Hon Kate Doust speaking up and encouraging public servants to raise 
their voices in opposition to that level of constraint. I honestly and truly believe that most intelligent, well-
meaning public servants—I was one of them for many, many years—understand that there are times when 
constraint is a real issue that has to be considered; and this is one of those times. Parties need to work together to 
ensure that the public sector is managed in a responsible and sustainable manner. It would not be a bad idea if 
members opposite got on board and tried to make that happen as well! They should also be aware that it is 
almost entirely because of this government’s level of constraint and the other measures that it has 
implemented—such as the public sector wages policy and restraint in expenditure—that Western Australia has 
retained its AAA credit rating in the most amazingly challenging and difficult economic climate. I do not think 
that anyone can underestimate the importance of that in a state that is looking to expand its resources industry 
and to give confidence to investors to bring new industries to Western Australia.  

The motion is nonsense, and Hon Kate Doust knows that it is, because she certainly understands the difference 
between government trading enterprises and public sector wages policy. Members can be absolutely assured that 
the government’s new public sector wages policy strikes the appropriate balance between encouraging greater 
efficiency, effectiveness and productivity in the public sector, while at the same time protecting the real wages of 
public sector workers in these very challenging economic circumstances.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [4.29 pm]: It has been a fascinating debate this afternoon. I 
understood and to some degree appreciated the Minister for Energy’s comments. However, although I have a 
great deal of respect for Hon Helen Morton, her contribution to the debate in the house this afternoon was quite 
astounding. She implored members on this side of the house to engage with and support the government in a 
process of restraint. This is the same government that in the last financial year had 13 per cent expenditure 
growth, and has overseen in its government trading enterprises the sorts of pay rises included in this motion 
today. The Minister for Energy was certainly trying to move the debate on, but the member tried to argue 
restraint despite the glaring figures staring the government in the face. The bottom line is that if the government 
is going to argue for constraint, Hon Helen Morton, it must argue for constraint consistently. The reason the 
opposition has moved this motion today is that, as we speak, there is no element of consistency in the 
government’s position. We are told that some government employees will receive significant pay increases 
above the government wages policy. The government can argue that these people work for GTEs, but they are 
still government employees and the government can influence the level of payment to them.  

We are also being told that other employees must consider constraint. There are 21 000 teachers in the education 
sector for whom—in the minister’s words, not my words—pay rise constraint was not shown by this 
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government. But I put it to the house this afternoon that the 10 000 school support workers are as important and 
as valuable to the education process as are teachers. I value the role of teachers, but I also value the role of 
education assistants, school cleaners and school gardeners. I am sure that the Minister for Disability Services 
values the role played by education assistants, as would anyone who watched what happened in Western 
Australia when the previous government poured education support workers into schools to assist teachers so that 
many children with disabilities could be integrated into the mainstream education system. I challenge any 
member of this house to talk to the parents of a child with a disability who has experienced both the old system 
of segregation at school and the new system in which children are integrated into the education system as a result 
of the contribution made by education assistants. That is what this motion is about today.  

What message is the government sending when it says it does not have to show wages restraint for group A in 
the public sector, but that it can force such restraint on these people who also make a valuable contribution to the 
public sector? Who in these different public sector classifications of government employees has the capacity to 
show restraint? Members in this place did not get a pay rise this year, and it was absolutely correct that we did 
not. It is even more correct than ever before that members did not get a pay rise, because we have the capacity to 
modify our expenditure and to manage a pay freeze this year. Can a school education assistant, a cleaner or a 
gardener manage such a pay freeze? No, they cannot, because they do not have the level of discretionary 
expenditure of members. 

I do not know whether the minister can confirm this for me, but an article in The West Australian suggested that 
the chief executive officer of Verve Energy’s pay went from $381 000 to $475 000. I do not know whether that 
includes the incentive bonus or is just the basic increase in her salary. 

Hon Peter Collier: No; the bonus is $60 000. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but is that $60 000 on top of the increase from $381 000 to $475 000? 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is included? 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes; that is right. It must be remembered that because Shirley In’t Veld started only in April 
and did not work for the full year before, there was no bonus.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Right. I put it to the house today that that is a total increase in her salary package of 
$94 000 in a single year, including the incentive package. As an example, it would take school education 
assistants, school gardeners or school cleaners almost three years of full-time hard work making a valuable 
contribution in our education system to earn $94 000. If those same people must travel to work every day by 
public transport because that is their only means of transport, the increase cost in travel this year alone would be 
an extra $69 per annum. For example, that would be the case for a three-zone fare for a person who lives in 
Wanneroo and travels by bus down Wanneroo Road to work at Tuart Hill Primary School, including the 15 per 
cent discount using a SmartRider ticket. Members opposite can refer to the consumer price index figure, but they 
must forget that figure and look at what that increase will mean for a worker and his family who live in 
Wanneroo. I refer to a worker who is making a contribution to the school system of Western Australia and who 
is making a real difference to the education of our kids, particularly to the capacity of some of the most 
vulnerable children in our education system to be a part of our society. I advise members that if they were to talk 
to any parent who has experienced the old system of segregation and the new approach, they will be told that 
their kids have gone ahead in leaps and bounds in the new system. Many kids who were thought to be 
completely incapable of learning because of their intellectual disabilities have advanced and grown and people 
have seen the changes in those children. However, in many cases, the same education assistants who assist these 
children to grow will have to find an extra $69 a year, in real terms, not artificial terms, in bus fares alone out of 
the two per cent pay increase, or $17 a week, that this government is about to give them. Sixty-nine dollars will 
go in bus fares alone! These are real figures. I suspect that for some members in this place, $69 represents a 
choice about their weekend discretionary expenditure and modification of that expenditure. That will certainly be 
the case for the CEOs of these government trading enterprises.  

The minister has some capacity in this matter. It is wrong to try to hide behind the affairs of what happened 
under a previous minister at a time when the economy was experiencing a very different situation from that of 
today. I am most worried that low-paid workers in the government sector are being asked to lock in annual pay 
increases of 2.5 per cent, 2.5 per cent and three per cent. What will happen to them if the economy takes off 
again? We are told that we are not allowed to use the term “boom”, but we are told that we are about to 
experience a period of strong economic growth, or, to put it another way, in the language of anyone but Premier 
Barnett, a boom. These people will be even harder hit. Members should look at what these people face in real 
figures in the rental market. These people cannot get housing through Homeswest because of the 22 000-person 
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waiting list. These are the real figures. That is why it is important to move this motion today. Those figures 
indicate why this motion should not be dismissed with the sort of tripe that we heard in the uncaring, albeit out 
of character, response from the Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer. I suspect that that is a sign that the 
parliamentary secretary simply read the Treasurer’s notes to the house. I urge her to examine the issue. I urge her 
to meet with school cleaners, education assistants and gardeners. There are plenty of other similar trades across 
the public sector, but the school cleaners, education assistants and gardeners make up the highest profile group of 
workers in dispute with this government over wages and conditions. The parliamentary secretary should try to 
understand what it means to these workers, and why they may be deeply offended when they are being given pay 
rises that they know will not help them. It is not about ice-creams. These people probably do not even think 
about buying their children ice-creams. I have to disagree with my colleague on that point. For these people, it is 
about existing from week to week, and they are being told to modify their behaviour and to show restraint while 
large increases go to certain sectors of the public sector. The lives of these workers are affected in a way that we 
cannot even imagine. I urge the government to fix this problem by sitting down with these workers, 
understanding their needs and trying to address them with a fair increase in their salaries and conditions.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.40 pm] — in reply: I 
emphasise that this debate was not necessarily about criticising the individuals who have been the beneficiaries 
of these excessively substantial increases, but about ensuring consistency across the public sector and ensuring 
that low-income workers are also well regarded and well looked after. If, indeed, constraint is to be applied 
across the sector, it should have been applied right across the sector with equity and fairness. That has not 
occurred on this occasion. In my view the minister has again thrown up his hands. In this case, he could have 
said to the board, “No; it is not acceptable for any pay rise.” He does have that capacity under the Electricity Act 
and under the Public Sector Management Act. He should have done so. Leaving it for 12 months was too long. I 
will come back another time and talk about his comments about Verve. We will wait again for another 
12 months to get the next report on how Verve moves forward. This motion is to alert members that they need to 
take into account the needs of all workers across the public sector.  

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders.  
 


