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SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 8 August. 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [9.32 pm]:  It is with some enthusiasm 
that I support this Bill.  The Opposition is anxious for this Bill to proceed, and a little sorry that it was not 
brought on more quickly.  The coalition Government originally introduced this Bill.  At the time it was deemed 
to be tacking, so part of the Bill was deleted.  That part related to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.   

I am pleased that the Government has decided to proceed with a Bill that provides for the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal to make determinations on the remuneration of chairmen and members of standing 
committees of the Parliament.  For some reason or other, the current legislation allows the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal to make recommendations for only members of select or joint select committees and 
excludes standing committees.  Over the years there has been an increase in the number of standing committees, 
and it is now necessary for the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to give some additional consideration to 
remuneration for members of standing committees.  

In the reasonably recent history of the Parliament, particularly the Legislative Council, a sophisticated standing 
committee system has developed that has worked very well.  It began in the Legislative Council in 1982 when 
the late Hon Bob Pike moved to set up the Standing Committee on Government Agencies; and we have talked 
about that before.  I recall that when Hon Bob Pike asked the House to agree to that, the coalition Government 
had the numbers in this Chamber, although Hon Bob Pike did have some difficulty persuading the then Premier 
to let the Legislative Council have a standing committee to look at the Government’s activities.  However, the 
Government of the day agreed, and the Standing Committee on Government Agencies was set up to look at the 
activities of the vast number of statutory authorities and other government agencies in Western Australia.  At the 
time there were about 360 agencies.  I expect there are more now, although I am not really sure. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I do not think anyone is. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I am sure that is true.  With the demise of the Standing Committee on Government 
Agencies, we have probably also had the demise of the bookkeeping that was done by that committee to keep a 
record of which agencies existed.  It is important that whichever committee we have to look at public 
administration, it keep a record of the quangos that exist in Western Australia, so that we know the exact figure 
from time to time.  The Standing Committee on Government Agencies was formed and was very successful.  It 
did lots of good work through parliamentary scrutiny of the processes of government, particularly in the non-
departmental sector.   

Over the years since 1982, the committee system in the Legislative Council has been developed.  I might add 
without trying to be argumentative, that the system started off almost over the dead body of the Labor Party.  Its 
leader in this place, Hon Joe Berinson, who is well regarded by most members who sat in the Chamber with him, 
tried to make it very hard for a committee system to be established.  A select committee looking at a committee 
system made a number of recommendations that led ultimately to our current committee system.  The committee 
system has changed over the past couple of years.  I am not sure that the system that exists today is the best that 
one could find, but we were given it by a combination of the Government and the Greens (WA).  I guess we will 
have to assess the committee system over the next couple of years to see how it works. 

The Bill covers the remuneration of members and chairpersons of standing committees.  Clearly, a significant 
amount of work is involved in carrying out the duties of a chairperson of a standing committee.  Those duties are 
in addition to the normal workload of a member of Parliament.  A very good argument exists for recognising that 
the chairperson of a standing committee has a significant amount of extra work.  The role of chairperson 
consumes many hours in ensuring that a committee works efficiently and effectively.  In doing that, the 
chairperson of a committee is required to be well prepared for the regular meetings that are held by the 
committee and for the taking of evidence.  The chairperson also needs to be involved in the preparation of 
reports.  This has become a little easier in recent times with the additional committee staff.  Back in the good old 
days of the Standing Committee on Government Agencies, on occasions we had no staff at all, and the 
chairperson had to write the report, which was pretty onerous.  Clearly, a chairperson of a standing committee 
has a significant amount of extra work to do in light of the fact that he or she is the chairperson of the committee. 

The legislation also provides that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal can consider additional remuneration for 
members of standing committees.  I am not as enthusiastic about that as I am about providing additional 
remuneration for chairpersons of standing committees.  I believe that being a member of a committee is part and 
parcel of the work of a member of the Legislative Council.  The additional work in some cases is significant, but 
in general it is not anywhere near as significant as the additional work of a chairperson.  It is not for me to make 
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the judgment, because we are seeking tonight to give the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal the power to make 
determinations on additional remuneration.  It is for the board to make the judgment, not for me. 

We will support the Bill on the basis that it gives the tribunal the power to assess the workload of members and 
chairpersons of committees and decide whether additional remuneration is appropriate.  One of the problems 
members of Parliament have is that there is no promotional structure.  Members are either backbenchers or 
frontbenchers, and the remuneration and the type of work they do are significantly different.  Ministers have very 
good salaries, services and support staff and other things that go with being a minister.  The difference between 
being a minister and a backbencher is significant.  Obviously, not every member of Parliament, particularly in 
the Legislative Council, will be a minister at any time in their parliamentary careers.  That is partly because we 
do not have many ministers in this House and partly because some members do not have what it takes to be a 
minister; they will never be one.  However, that does not mean they are any less a member of Parliament or that 
they make a lesser contribution to Parliament.   

Members in both Chambers must be provided with additional promotional opportunities.  The committee 
structure is one way in which backbenchers can make an additional contribution to Parliament, but they must 
also receive additional remuneration and benefits.  There are a number of good arguments for this.  The 
Commission on Government considered the issue and recommended that the committee system be strengthened.  
It also recommended that additional support for committee members or chairs be provided.  Since it formed 
government, the Labor Party has ignored the commission’s recommendations about non-government members 
being the chairs of various committees.  However, we have debated that issue.  It is not unusual that when an 
election provides a new government, only the faces change.  Members sit on the other side of the Chamber and 
adopt the attitude of former government members.   

It is important for the Legislative Council to have a strong committee system to enhance its role as the House of 
Review if it is to continue to review legislation and government activities.  Committees provide a very good 
vehicle for ensuring effective and efficient reviews.  Over the years the workload of committees has increased 
significantly because of the Legislative Council’s role as the House of Review.  Legislation is regularly referred 
to committees to negotiate some of the finer points of detail.  Committees are involved in reviewing a range of 
activities in government.  That is very important if this House is to maintain its role as the House of Review.    

If members of this Chamber do not become part of the Executive, the committee structure will provide a chance 
for them to develop a career path along the lines I suggested earlier.  Apart from being involved in the review of 
the Government, it is also important for members to develop the necessary skills to become successful members 
of committees.  A strong committee system will encourage members to become part of the committee system.  It 
will enable them to develop research skills, write reports, investigate matters, elicit information from witnesses 
and ask the right questions in committee to find out what they want and to obtain information, advice and so on 
from a range of sources.  They are important skills for members of committees.  A stronger committee system 
will give members a better chance to understand the issues that committees undertake.   

The future of the Legislative Council is very much tied with the success of the committee system.  When the 
current committee system in this Chamber was set up, I argued that we should not have it, and I have not yet 
changed my mind, although I could be persuaded down the track.  We will await the outcome with a lot of 
interest.  I am strongly of the view that the future of this Chamber is tied to the success of the committee system.  
The system will be successful only if it is attractive for members to be part of it.  If, in the future it is decided 
that this Chamber will have only one  minister, the committee system could be a vehicle for the more ambitious 
members who seek to make a name for themselves in politics by becoming a chair or an active member of a 
standing committee.  In order to achieve that, we need to ensure that there is some potential for additional 
remuneration for members who take on those significant roles.   

I do not have the same enthusiasm for the committee system in the Legislative Assembly.  The Legislative 
Assembly is going down the wrong path in setting up its own standing committee system.  In my view, the role 
of members of the Legislative Assembly is to look after the constituents in their electorates.  It is also their role 
to scrutinise government legislation, although government legislation cannot be scrutinised in the same way that 
it can in this place, because obviously the Government has the numbers in the Assembly on all occasions.  
Members of the Legislative Assembly should concentrate on constituency work, and the Legislative Council 
should be a House of Review, with a strong committee system.  However, we now have a committee structure in 
the Assembly that in some cases will get in the way of the work that is done in this House, and in other cases will 
duplicate it.  That may satisfy those who believe the Parliament should have one House only; and I am not sure 
who those people are these days, because it varies from time to time.  There was a time, Mr President, when your 
party was strongly of the view that we need only one House.  In recent times, I have heard Labor Party people 
talk very supportively of a bicameral system.  On the other hand, although I have always thought it was the 
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Liberal Party’s view that we should have two Houses, in recent times I have heard at least one member of our 
party say there should be only one House.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is your leader. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  He does not have my support, as Hon Nick Griffiths may have gathered.  I am sure Hon 
Nick Griffiths may have changed his views over time also, bearing in mind that his party’s position on this issue 
has turned 180 degrees.  Those who support a unicameral system may like the idea of a strong committee system 
in the Assembly and of giving that Chamber a dual role.  In my view, we should stick with the bicameral system.  
The Assembly should do what an Assembly and lower House does, and that is essentially to look after the 
interests of constituents.  It should allow the upper House to do the review work, and that is best done by a 
strong and vibrant committee system. 

I congratulate the Government on proceeding with this legislation.  It is an important move.  This matter was 
first raised in 1992 by Hon Bob Pike, who over a long period played an active role in establishing the 
committees of this House.  He suggested way back then that we should amend the Salaries and Allowances Act.  
It took our Government a long time to get itself organised to do that.  As I said earlier, we made an attempt that 
was not successful, and I am delighted that the Government of today is proceeding with this legislation.   

I hope the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will read the second reading debate on this Bill, because I assume 
that everyone will speak glowingly in support of it, and that it will get the message that members of Parliament 
believe there should be additional remuneration for members of committees, particularly the chairmen of 
committees.  The Act allows the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to provide additional remuneration for 
members of select committees and joint select committees, yet the tribunal has not taken the opportunity to do 
that over time.  I do not know why; perhaps the Leader of the House will tell me.  I suggest now that because we 
are seeking to change that from select committees to just committees or joint committees of the Parliament, the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal will be provoked to contemplate providing additional remuneration for 
committees.  However, because it has not done it for select committees in the past, there is no reason on the 
surface that it will do it for standing committees in the future.  Therefore, it is important that collectively, as 
members of Parliament on both sides, we either send our speeches to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, or 
make a submission requesting that the tribunal consider our views on this matter and either produce a 
determination that provides additional remuneration or at least indicate why it will not do that, if that is what it 
decides to do.  We are entitled to know that.  If the tribunal were to take the legislation seriously, we would be 
entitled to be informed of its opinion about whether it would take advantage of it.  I suggest that, if the Leader of 
the House is interested and this legislation is passed, we should, as members of Parliament and in a bipartisan 
manner, inform the tribunal that we think it should investigate the matters raised in this legislation and let us 
know whether it will provide additional funds and the reasons for its determination.  

I have one small matter of concern.  I am contemplating an amendment, subject to the comments of the Leader 
of the House on this matter.  This Bill would have section 6(1) provide - 

The Tribunal shall, from time to time as provided by this Act, inquire into, and determine, the 
remuneration to be paid or provided to -. . .  

(b) officers and members of the Parliament, including additional remuneration to be paid or 
provided to members of committees of a House or joint committees of both Houses;   

The word “remuneration” is defined in section 4 as follows - 

“remuneration” includes salary, allowances, fees, emoluments and benefits (whether in money or not);  

In other words, the tribunal would be given the power to make a determination about remuneration for 
committee members and chairpersons, and that determination could take into account all those factors.  I hope 
that it might provide for all those categories in the broadest possible sense.   

One area of some concern is the effect that that might have on the way in which the Legislative Council manages 
its committee system.  It budgets for the operation of the committee system and provides funds for committees to 
carry out certain activities.  As I understand it, the Legislative Council itself determines the benefits that are 
provided to members of committees.  If a committee plans to travel, the Legislative Council determines the 
travel allowance payable to members involved in that travel.  I am advised that the Clerk can exercise a degree of 
flexibility given the committee’s destination.  A committee might be planning to travel to London.  The cost of 
staying there is very significant because of the exchange rate and the fact that it is an expensive city in which to 
stay at any time.  The amount of money required to stay there is significantly greater than that required to stay in 
Wellington.  The value of the New Zealand dollar is even lower than the value of ours, and that is saying 
something.  If the tribunal were to make a determination about travel allowances, and if it did what it normally 
does - that is, it allowed a certain number of dollars a day for travel, regardless of the destination - that would 
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remove the flexibility that the Legislation Council has to determine its own arrangements.  If the tribunal were to 
set an allowance for overseas travel - say, $350 a day or whatever - that would be much less than is required to 
stay in London, but perhaps more than is required to stay in Wellington.  That flexibility should be retained by 
the Legislative Council; we should not be subject to a determination in that regard by the tribunal.  That is not to 
suggest that it would not do the right thing.  However, it normally does not look at specifics; it looks at a general 
position.  I may be boxing at shadows in the sense that the process these days, at least with travel, seems to be to 
pay members for the dollars they expend rather than provide a daily travel allowance.  If the tribunal 
acknowledges that is how it should be, my concerns will dissipate.  Under this system, members who went to 
London would get $600 a day, and members who went to Wellington would get $200 a day, if that is what it cost 
them.  The money should be reimbursed on the basis of the cost.  I do not have a problem with that.  There has 
been a tendency within government to operate on the basis of reimbursing or paying actual expenses rather than 
providing members, ministers and others who travel with a daily allowance.  I will wait to hear what the Leader 
of the House thinks about this matter before I decide whether to move an amendment that would restrict the 
tribunal’s determinations to the additional salaries for the committee chair or members.  Under such an 
amendment, decisions about fees, emoluments and benefits of other sorts would be made by the House itself.  In 
other words, we would restrict the tribunal to the determination of the additional salary to be paid to members by 
virtue of the fact that they are members or chairs of committees and must undertake an additional workload.  I 
look forward to hearing the comments by the Leader of the House on that.   

I commend the Government for bringing this Bill forward.  It has been a long time coming.  If we pass this 
legislation - I expect it to be passed - it is very important that an approach be made to the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal by members of Parliament putting forward a case for the tribunal to take advantage of the 
opportunity this legislation provides, and requiring it to make a determination about the provision of additional 
funds and explain its reasons for that determination.  I would be interested to see how it would do that.  The 
Opposition strongly supports the legislation.  

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [9.57 pm]:  It has been a while since this Bill was last debated, and my 
notes are in my office.  However, I recall spending some time looking through the Commission on Government 
reports trying to find the section that dealt with the recommendations addressed by the Bill.  As was suggested 
by Hon Norman Moore, I found that the appropriate recommendation related only to chairs of committees, and 
was not about paying salaries to members of committees.  

Hon N.F. Moore:  It related to the proposed Legislative Council standing committee on finance and audit and the 
proposed Legislative Assembly standing committee on estimates and financial operations.  Certain 
recommendations were made that the role of the chairpersons of those committees should have a higher status, 
and that there should be recognition of that by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I looked at the recommendations of the COG report that were referred to in the second 
reading speech.  I found mention of only chairs of committees.  There is a degree of disquiet about this.  I am 
sorry to disappoint other members, but this Bill does not enjoy unanimous support in this Chamber.  My 
colleagues have expressed concern that parliamentarians might be paid extra to do their normal work.  We 
believe that committee work is part of our work as members of this Chamber.  I have previously expressed to 
this Chamber my concern at the difficulty in converting an increase in salary to extra resources for staffing.  I 
would much prefer the Government to look at things like that than to provide a salary increase for what I believe 
is a job we are required to do.   

Hon Norman Moore mentioned travel.  That is another issue about which we share some difference of opinion.  
Even when I was a member of the Senate, I did not look for opportunities to travel overseas.  I was a member of 
the Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Committee.  The members of that committee went overseas more than 
most, but I avoided going overseas on committee work as much as possible.  I must admit that I did go on the 
first delegation to southern Africa after the change to majority rule in South Africa, which was a very historic 
occasion.  However, travel is not something I put up my hand for very often, because, from a state parliamentary 
point of view, there are very few occasions when we can justify travel interstate or especially overseas, and when 
the information sought cannot be found by other means.  There is the issue of evidence, but even if we were to 
go overseas to take evidence, we would still have a situation in which that evidence must be treated in a different 
way. 

We should be using videoconferencing more, if more resources are to be made available to committees of this 
Parliament.  I would love to see something done about procuring a proper videoconferencing facility for this 
Parliament.  It makes no sense at all that we do not do so, considering that Western Australia is probably the 
biggest State in the world, with such vast distances.  From the point of view of effectiveness, most members 
believe that going out and speaking to people on inquiries is the most desirable thing, but if we are under very 
tight schedules, and wish to cover as much of the State as possible, it is sometimes fairer to both witnesses and 
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the committees to conduct committee inquiries and hearings by videoconferencing.  Considering that some 
priority seems to be placed on increasing salaries for committee members, I would like to hear some response 
from the minister on whether he is committed to providing a videoconferencing facility, so that we can, in this 
State, do the sensible thing and be prepared to receive evidence from witnesses using videoconferencing.  The 
Internet is another possibility - we can receive evidence in a whole range of ways.  The number of times when it 
is really necessary for a committee of this Parliament to travel overseas to receive evidence on a state issue is 
limited, and the taxpayers would probably agree with me.  There was more than one opinion on this issue among 
my colleagues, but the strongest feeling was outrage that we should be asking for a general increase simply for 
being committee members of the Parliament - something that is our job.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.03 pm]:  I welcome the comments made by both 
the Leader of the Opposition and Hon Dee Margetts.  Although not everything that Hon Dee Margetts said was 
supportive of the Bill, there was enough in her speech for us to question the purpose of this Bill, and the reasons 
for introducing it at this stage - to bring a sense of balance to the debate.  Underlying the comments Hon Dee 
Margetts made was a degree of support, although a number of very pertinent questions were raised.   

I will deal first with the issues raised by the Leader of the Opposition.  I find myself unable to disagree with 
almost anything the Leader of the Opposition said.  We hold very similar views on this Bill, and both support it.  
In some ways that is not surprising, given that the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Barry House and I have all 
been chairs of the same committee.  The culture of the Standing Committee on Government Agencies, which 
became the Standing Committee on Public Administration, which became the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance -  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is a well-travelled committee. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is not a well-travelled committee.  It is a committee which developed a culture of its 
own.  It is established rather differently from the other standing committees, or at least historically it has been.  It 
has been established under a separate standing order from the other standing committees of this House.   

The culture of that committee is probably closer to the image that the Leader of the Opposition has for standing 
committees of this place than perhaps the other committees; that is not to diminish the importance, role and 
effectiveness of the other committees.  Indeed, I have stood in awe, as all of us have, of the ability of the 
Standing Committee on Legislation, both in the past and at present, to deal with the workload that it has.  
Similarly, I have enormous respect for the former Standing Committee on Constitutional Affairs.  I served on 
that committee for a short time as a participating member while Hon Murray Nixon was chairman, and I learnt to 
have a great deal of respect for that committee.   

I am not diminishing the role of the other committees; I simply think that the Standing Committee on 
Government Agencies and the Standing Committee on Public Administration, established as they were, were 
models that I identified with more easily and I really felt they highlighted the capacity of committees within our 
system to work extremely effectively. 

I will refer briefly to the second reading speech, because it was on 8 August, some time ago.  The essential 
difference between what is proposed in respect of the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 is that the standing 
committees of this House and the joint standing committees of both Houses may be assessed by the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal on the matter of salaries.  The reason for their exclusion is simply because the select 
committees have always been capable of being assessed.  I believe the reason for that is that at the time the Act 
was drafted in 1975, the term “standing committee”, at a time when the principal parliamentary external 
committees were all select committees, actually applied to the internal committees established within the 
Parliament for domestic management purposes.  For that reason, the term “standing committee” was not 
contemplated to encompass the kind of heavyweight external investigation that our current standing committees 
carry out.  That is simply a matter of history that we are now setting out to correct.   

The Leader of the Opposition also referred to something which is fundamental to these changes.  This is not 
simply a means of rewarding members of this House who carry out an extremely heavy workload.  It goes 
further than that.  Standing committees of this place do not only have an important role in the Western Australian 
Parliament; they also have the potential to change the whole future of this place and possibly to give it a 
relevance that it could be argued it does not now have.  It is easy to argue that the way in which the Western 
Australian Legislative Council works now is almost dysfunctional.  Those remarks may seem like heresy to 
some, but in many senses this is a House that is rather too political and too much of a somewhat quiet rubber 
stamp of the functions of the other place.  It is more representative of a House of the people, albeit elected in a 
different way, than a House of Review.  A House of the people is a popular House.  A popular House is a House 
of government.  This is not a House of government.  If it is to work properly it should be a House of Review.  If 
we are to have a Legislative Council in this State that operates effectively, we must move somewhat closer to the 
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role of a House of Review.  If we are to do that we must make our committee system work.  The Houses of 
Review in different jurisdictions that work effectively are the United States Senate and even to some extent the 
Australian Senate because of the strength of their standing committee system.  It is in our hands to fix that.  That 
is the challenge to which the Leader of the Opposition alluded.  

That is something Hon George Cash has spoken about in the past; he proposed a model that became known as 
the “Cash model”, which was based on the view that this House should have no ministers other than that 
required as the constitutional minimum; that is, the Leader of the House.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  He did not have unanimous support for that view. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:   Probably not, but it is worth thinking about. 

Hon N.F. Moore interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  If members thought about it dispassionately they would see how it could work.  I refer to 
the Leader of the Opposition’s comments about a career path.  That is what we should be thinking about, not 
because we want to provide a career path for people, but because we want one for this place.  We must decide 
whether this place should exist, whether it is performing an adequate and valid function or whether it is 
performing okay but can do much better.  I do not care what position we arrive at as long as there is a driver to 
think of the possibilities of reform.  The Cash model revolved around a single minister and around the chairs of 
the standing committees having a financial reward structure and a staff complement not dissimilar to that of a 
minister; yet they would be drawn from across the Chamber.  Structured in that way we would rapidly see this 
House move towards the concept that people understand as a genuine House of Review.  I do not know whether 
that is what we want.  However, that is the direction in which the Commission on Government was leading with 
its recommendations. 

The Leader of the Opposition asked whether I could indicate whether the Government would allocate additional 
funds.  I regret that I am not briefed on that. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  I did not ask you that.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thought the Leader of the Opposition did ask me that. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  That is not a decision for the Government, but for the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Ultimately, the Treasurer would have to allocate funds if the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal were to make that recommendation. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Obviously, but it is for the tribunal to make that decision, not the Government. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is indeed.  The other very important question raised by the Leader of the Opposition and 
Hon Dee Margetts was why we are including all the standing committee members and not simply the chair.  Hon 
Dee Margetts was right when she pointed to the fact that the Commission on Government recommendation 
seemed to refer only to the committee chair.  The Leader of the Opposition answered the question when he said 
that it is a matter for the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to determine.  We can provide an opportunity to the 
tribunal to assess whether remuneration should be paid; and, if so at what level it should be paid.  In giving the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal the charter to consider the remuneration in some form of all the committee 
members, including the chairperson, it has the ability to decide that the chairperson should perhaps be rewarded 
at one level and the committee members at another level, or not at all.  However, that determination should 
properly be made by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. 

Hon Dee Margetts also referred, very properly, to the question of travel.  I must watch myself a little on this 
subject because I was known as the worst possible committee chairman to have if members were interested in 
travelling.  My committee did not travel much, although it made a major excursion to the United Kingdom when 
only three of its six members were available to travel.  However, I recall it was an extremely expensive business.  
As the three members were away for some time, it was a considerable expense to the House, although the money 
was well spent indeed. 

However, considerable possibilities are available to us, given the size of the travel budget of both Houses.  The 
rewards of additional investment in the use of videoconferencing with the available hardware and software for 
that form of interaction are considerable.  The scope provided by the scale of our travel budget, particularly at a 
time like this, is probably well worth considering and is something I will discuss with the Premier.  Additionally, 
we have the ability now with high upload and download speeds to make more use of electronic information 
transfer and to use the concept of virtual travel more often. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  It is not the same. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I acknowledge that it is not the same.   
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Hon N.F. Moore:  We could actually run Parliament while we all sit at home by doing it on the Internet. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We could indeed. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  There is a very good reason for travelling and seeing people. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed; please do not get me wrong. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  The idea of sitting at home on one’s bottom doing nothing is absurd. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Because I was a non-travelling chairman it does not mean that I am critical of travel in any 
sense; I just do not like doing it.  The idea of sitting on an aircraft for 17 hours is my idea of horror.  I am not 
suggesting that a member can get anything like the same feeling for a set of circumstances by sitting at one end 
of a computer terminal as opposed to physically being in a place, talking to people, seeing the expressions on 
their faces and witnessing the conditions under which the circumstances being studied are carried out.  That is 
absolutely vital and I understand that. 

However, before members travel we must analyse whether the information we are seeking can be obtained by 
alternative means; and, if so, how much information can be obtained.  I know that occasionally, when our 
ministerial committee meets on a simple telephone hook-up, it is slow and sometimes difficult because there are 
a number of members in the old Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand.  
Nonetheless, we can generally have a reasonable debate in 45 minutes on a telephone hook-up when we are 
dealing with one or two specific issues.  In fact, the meeting is sometimes far better focused than it would be if it 
were conducted at a single place in Australia.  The thought of going through that hour or so of frustration but still 
getting a result at the end of the day, rather than spending eight hours on an aeroplane, is ample reward for me.  I 
would prefer to do much more of that kind of interactive work with other ministers, on a more effective means of 
communication, than spend those eight hours of torture on an aeroplane. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I am so relieved that the Attorney General in waiting has a different opinion from you. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Probably so.  I believe the ministers should meet.  I mean that by measuring what is 
available to us on the electronic mechanisms and applying that where we can, there are benefits.  If the 
Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand has four meetings, and one or two 
out-of-session meetings, and I have to travel east only four times rather than six times, that is ample reward.  
That is all I am saying.  There are times when we travel unnecessarily.  However, I will leave that go, because I 
am wandering off the issue.  I think I have answered most of the questions that were asked. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  There is the question of the proposed amendment about which I talked.  Could you indicate 
whether you support that line of argument so that I know what to do? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I was a little confused by the amendment.  The definition of “remuneration” in the 
Salaries and Allowances Act 1975, which was referred to by the Leader of the Opposition, includes salary, 
allowances, fees, emoluments and benefits, and section 6 provides for remuneration in those terms.  My view - 
the Leader of the Opposition expressed a view - is that it is far more efficient and effective if those costs that are 
so variable between locations, such as for accommodation, can be met by the use of a corporate card.  To me, 
that is a far more efficient and accountable methodology. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  I agree. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I cannot see why that cannot continue to operate, notwithstanding the current wording in 
the Bill.  However, have I missed something? 

Hon N.F. Moore:  No.  It can operate that way.  It is a matter of whether the tribunal decides that is how it should 
be done or whether it says that X number of dollars a day will be paid. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for clarifying that for me.  Since I agree with 
the Leader of the Opposition that the content of this debate should be sent to the tribunal for its consideration, I 
am happy to record that, from the Government’s point of view, I believe that the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal should encourage the continued use of corporate cards, and that that matter should be taken into 
account when the tribunal makes decisions on this matter.  It would be entirely fruitless and ineffective for the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to try to determine a daily rate, for example, while a committee member is 
travelling, taking account of the huge variability in cost between various places.  The Leader of the Opposition 
mentioned London, but Rome, for example, is massively expensive, and New York can be extremely expensive; 
whereas in Oceania the prices tend to be significantly cheaper.  It would be a difficult proposition for the Salaries 
and Allowances Tribunal to try to define a position on any of those.  It is a much more effective system for the 
Parliament to use a corporate card for those purposes. 

I thank members for their contributions.  I hope I have addressed their questions adequately. 
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Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) in 
charge of the Bill. 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Section 6 amended - 
Hon N.F. MOORE:  This clause is the crux of the Bill.  It is the only clause that has any serious relevance.  I 
contemplated amending this clause in order to restrict the determination of the remuneration of members to take 
into consideration additional workloads as members or chairs of committees, and for issues such as travel 
allowances and the conduct of the committee system to be left to the Legislative Council to decide. 

I have had discussions with the chief executive officer of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, who indicated to 
me his understanding that the tribunal has a view similar to that expressed by the Leader of the House in that 
actuals should be paid rather than daily allowances.  The tribunal is sympathetic to the argument put forward.  
Some flexibility is necessary in these matters.  I wanted to go into committee so I could explain to the Leader of 
the House that I do not propose to move the amendment I had contemplated because of his response at the end of 
the second reading debate.  He indicated that the Government would support the notion that the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal recognise that the payment of expenses be based on actuals rather than by set daily 
allowances.  If we can collectively put forward a submission to the tribunal indicating that we want a 
determination to be made on this, we should include comment about that proposal.  I am disappointed that there 
is not a unanimous view on this.  I thought it would be taken for granted and I was obviously not aware of the 
attitude of some members.  I do not believe that the role of a member of the Legislative Council is to attend 
committees and that it is a necessary part of the job.  Perhaps being a member of a committee is part of the job, 
but taking on extra work as the chairman of a committee is an additional workload.  If we used the same 
argument as Hon Dee Margetts, it could be argued that ministers should not be paid more money because it is 
part of the job of being a member of Parliament and that members are just lucky enough to be appointed as a 
minister.  Having been a backbencher and a frontbencher, I can assure her that the amount of work involved in 
being a minister is significantly greater than any other position I know of in the Parliament.  I hope that some 
time down the track - as the Leader of the House talked about earlier - the position of chairman of a standing 
committee of the Legislative Council will have a significant status and will involve a significant workload and 
that additional remuneration is paid in recognition of the additional workload.  If we go down that path - the 
Leader of the House called it the Cash model; it certainly was not mine - and this House eventually has one 
minister, which is provided for in the Constitution, and no others, and the House has a committee system in 
which the Opposition might chair some committees and we forget about our party politics on a regular basis and 
look at the legislation on its merit, that would facilitate a system of chairs who are reasonably well looked after 
on the basis of consideration being given to the significant additional workload they would encounter under that 
sort of system.  The future of this House will very much be determined as we go forward.  It has changed over 
the years.  Some of the fundamentals have not changed, but some of the trappings and the activities have.  It is a 
better Chamber than it was in 1977.  I am happy not to proceed with the amendment that I had in mind on the 
basis that the Leader of the House and I agree that we should try to indicate to the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal that we want it to look at remuneration for members of committees and that the other matters of travel, 
cost and so on can be worked out on the basis of actual costs rather than some predetermined position.  I support 
clause 3. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Considering that this is the nub of the short piece of legislation that we are dealing 
with, I will explain part of the rationale for my view on this issue and also clarify the views of my colleagues as I 
read them.  The views of my colleagues are that the legislation is written too broadly; therefore, as a principle, 
we support not the reward of chairs, but the potential reward for people simply being members of a committee.  I 
do not say “simply” as a degrading thing; that is not the entire part of our job, but certainly it is an important part 
of the job we are here to do.  If we take away the ministers and shadow ministers, and then we take away the 
committee members, there would not be many people left apart from the President.  In reality, there would not be 
many ordinary members of the Chamber if everybody were to be rewarded for doing those jobs.  That must be 
taken into consideration.   

We have experienced changes with committees.  I have not been on those committees before, but the changes 
included reducing the number of committees and incorporating the functions of some committees into others.  
One of the reasons some committee members are falling over and are grey with tiredness is that just about 
everything must go through particular committees, such as the Legislation Committee.  It is certainly not 
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something that I am used to.  I am used to a Chamber that has a whole range of committees and most members 
are members of several committees.  I cannot tell members how many committees I was a member of; I was a 
participating member of nearly every committee of the Senate.  I attended hearings on a whole range of issues 
when I thought it appropriate, and I participated in asking questions.  That is when I participated frequently by 
teleconference.  Although it was a pain getting into work at 6.00 am or sometimes 5.00 am to participate in a 
committee in Canberra or Sydney by teleconference, it was a helluva lot better than travelling all day to Sydney, 
Canberra or Queensland to attend a committee and then travelling back.  Usually I travelled the night before, so 
that was two full days and another day away from home.  Getting up at 4.00 am was well worthwhile; there is 
not a lot of traffic on the road at that time of the morning.   

If we want committees to work more effectively and not have logjams, we should not continue to jam more 
things into one committee in the hope that money will be saved.  Maybe we should think about whether we are 
going in the right direction and think about things in a different way.  Maybe there should be more committees, 
so that that workload can be spread.  That would mean that members would not turn yellow with fear every time 
an inquiry was held.  That will not be the total answer.  However, just about every tough inquiry goes to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation, so it is inevitable that some members will fall over with tiredness.  A couple 
of other committees also have huge workloads.  Changes have been made, but they may not be the be-all and 
end-all of what needs to be done.  If changes need to be made to go back to a system in which there are slightly 
more committees, more resources will be required for committee staff.  That obviously looks worse, but it might 
mean that the work of the Legislative Council could function more in the way that it was meant to, and that 
members could share their time around and work on a few committees, which would not be logjammed by their 
workload.  I will not call a division on the Bill, but I reiterate that the Bill is not sufficiently well crafted to 
warrant the support of the Greens (WA). 

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), and returned to the Assembly 
without amendment. 
 


