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WHEAT FACILITY 
SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES TRIBUNAL, COMMENTS BY PREMIER 

Statement 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [5.59 pm]:  First, before I go into what I am going to speak about, I 
indicate that I fully support Hon Paddy Embry’s comments about the wheat facility.  I did something on it 
recently.  I say to Hon Paddy Embry that probably in about two years, the facility that will be built for wheat will 
handle American wheat.  I do not believe much Australian grain will go through it.  I know whose wheat that 
facility will handle.  I do not know why we are building a facility for the Americans.   
Ironically, the minister said that he was unhappy about something in the newspaper.  I was unhappy too.  I was 
seething - that is the word, I suppose - on Sunday.  I woke up on Sunday and I was having a great morning.  
Then I saw in the Sunday Times of 27 June that “Good News” Gallop was at it again.  While I was choking on 
my breakfast, my wife said to me, “What’s the problem?”  I said, “That snotty-nosed little snivelling twirp, 
Adolf Gallop, is poking his nose in and trying to dictate to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.”  That is an 
independent tribunal.  He should not poke his beak into that.  It is none of his business.  If he is unhappy about 
his salary, he should be told to hand it back.  He could hand back $40 000, which is probably his net worth 
anyway.  I really do not care what I get or what other parliamentarians get.  That is beside the point.  The umpire 
makes decisions.  People should not zero in on umpires and try to put in their two bob’s worth.   
“Good News” Geoff wants to say to the working-class people that politicians - we cop it enough - are paid too 
much.  Yes, some are.  “Good News” Geoff is not worth what he is being paid.  However, a helluva lot of people 
in this place, such as a Queen’s Counsel who sits in front of me and several other people, would probably earn 
double the amount that they get in this place if they worked outside.  In any business, we can never pick a happy 
medium.  I take offence at people who interfere with and poke their nose into an outside, independent tribunal.  
The article states, “And he vowed to use legislation”.  I suppose the Premier has spoken to the Caucus.  Has he 
grouped all the members of Caucus together and said, “If the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal goes against the 
advice and grants another increase, we will block it”?   
I found it quite humorous when I saw “Good News” Geoff ringing the bell beside the Prospector.  I thought to 
myself that if he put a pillow on his back, he would look like the hunchback of Notre Dame.  That is probably 
what he is worth, and that is probably his forte in life.  It is not acceptable for him to interfere with the due 
process of independent tribunals.  I do not really care about the salary one way or the other.  If the umpire gives 
me a free kick, I will take it.  If the umpire does not give me a free kick but gives a 50-metre penalty against me, 
I will wear it.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon John Fischer:  Mugs’ half hour is after this speech.  You can have your say then. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Well spoken, and quite rightly so!  Hon Ken Travers feels embarrassed, and he is going 
to hand back half his salary.  However, this is not about Hon Ken Travers’ salary.  He can hand it back if he 
wants to.  When we get a $2 increase or a $20 increase, the Greens (WA) always say that they will give half of it 
to charity.  That is fantastic.  When people go to church, they do not run around the church and say to everyone, 
“I gave a $20 donation today.”  They do it with great diplomacy.  They slip it into a little envelope and say 
nothing.  If people decide to give away their salary, they should ring all the charities around town and say, with 
great diplomacy, “Hush, hush; I am here; I am giving you $50 a week extra.  I am giving you this, this and this.”  
People should not stand and say to the Press that they are going to give away their salary.  I bet those people 
have given nothing back.  What a bloody joke!  Sorry, Mr President; I did not mean to say that; I got carried 
away.  What a dratted joke that is.  I take offence at people who interfere with salaries or anything else. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Or courts or the National Native Title Tribunal. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It is a shame that the rabble is let in for the “new country party” half hour.   

Hon Ken Travers:  The “snout in the trough party”.  That is what this is all about, Frank. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I do not know whether I have made my point clear.  However, I will make my point 
clear.  The Government should not interfere with tribunals.  They should be able to make a decision, and the 
Government should wear it.  As I said, if we get a free kick, we get a free kick; if we do not, we get on with the 
job.  That is what it is all about.  Let us move ahead.  Let us not use - I refer to Hon Nick Griffiths’ comment - 
grubby little vote-grabbing sentences.  I was amused when I heard Hon Nick Griffiths say today during question 
time that this Government engages in a great amount of consultation.  I ask Hon Nick Griffiths: is that when the 
Premier consults with the tribunal and says, “You won’t do this and you won’t do that”?   
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I do not know whether I have made my point.  However, at this stage I will rest my case.  Before I conclude, I 
say that one person of the 91 people in this Parliament has no right to stand and speak on behalf of the other 90 
people.  I suppose the honourable Premier has gone around and consulted with all the other 90 parliamentarians 
about his decision!  He has not, because I missed out on that conversation with him, unfortunately, and I know 
that several other people did too.  He has not done that.  He has no right to try to dictate to independent tribunals 
that make decisions based upon what they see, and not what is pushed upon them.  It is unfair that someone 
should push his views down their throat.  In my opinion, it is more of a threat.  I do not believe that those people 
should be subjected to threats by the Premier. 

House adjourned at 6.07 pm 

__________  
 


