33 Cypress Point Retreat

Connolly

Western Australia 6027

7 August 2002

The Secretary

Senate Finance & Public Administration

Legislation Committee

Parliament House

CANBERRA 

ACT 2600

Dear Sir

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (LIFE GOLD PASS) BILL 2002-08-06

I note that you recently lodged advertisements in the media inviting comments on the proposed amendments contained in the abovementioned Bill.

I recently retired from the Western Australian Public Service where, for the last 18 years, I was the Executive Officer to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  Much of this submission comes from the experience gained in that position.

The Western Australian Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has the authority to determine the entitlements to be paid or provided to Former Premiers, Ministers, Office Holders and Members of Parliament.  This authority passed to the Tribunal in the mid 1980's.

In 1996 the Tribunal recognised that the long standing arrangement where, subject to meeting qualifying criteria, Members received travel benefits for life, were outdated and not in keeping with current day practices.  The Tribunal, in providing a salary increase introduced a "phasing out" of the benefits subject to the length of service as at the next election date.

The life long benefit was reduced to 8 and four years depending on the status of the Member at the conclusion of the 35th State Parliament.

In 1999, the Tribunal conducted a major review of the work value of Members and decided that the reduced post retirement benefit for Members upon leaving the Parliament should be removed.

Currently, the maximum any serving Member can receive a benefit for is 4 years.  Any Member who entered the Parliament from 1997 onwards will not receive any post retirement travel entitlement.  The Tribunal holding the view that Members should be adequately paid whilst in the Parliament and not afterwards.

The current basic salary for Members of the Western Australian Parliament at the date of this submission is $100,000.  This figure being determined in August 2001.  It is the highest basic parliamentary salary in Australia as a "pure" salary but falls well behind if the total package was compared with the Federal and other State and Territory parliamentary packages. The Tribunal must determine another review by 23 August 2002.

Information relating to the Western Australian Tribunal can be found on www.sat.wa.gov.au.

Reading the "Explanatory Memorandum" I presume that the Bill under review only affects the entitlements of those Members who were in receipt of post retirement benefits prior to 1994.

Whilst my submission relates to the question re the relevance of post retirement entitlements in the twenty first Century there is one issue re the proposed amendments that I presume has been addressed.

The question must be asked as to whether it is reasonable to reduce a benefit that has been granted to a person who had met the qualifying criteria at the time of leaving the Parliament.  In Western Australia the Tribunal did not alter the benefits to those already in receipt of them.  It must be pointed out however, that they were not of the magnitude of those applying in the Federal arena.

I presume that research was conducted prior to the decision to limit the number of trips to ensure that the restriction did not adversely affect the recipients.  Perhaps it may have been more beneficial to amend the conditions attaching to the use of the benefits in order to ensure legitimate use was being made of them .

Turning to the main thrust of my submission, the need to continue post retirement entitlements must be queried.

Post retirement benefits have been available to former Members of Parliament for a considerable period of time.  When they were first introduced the remuneration attaching to the office of a parliamentarian was not in keeping with the level of responsibility of the position. Early remuneration was provided to recoup expenses incurred by Members in the course of servicing their electorates.  Travelling around the electorate or to and from Parliament was not as easy as it is today and Members invariably suffered personal hardship.

Since the mid 1980's, when the electorate allowance became the subject of taxation substantiation requirements the salary provided to Members of Parliament has improved considerably.  The decision of the Federal Government in 1989 or 1990 to take the salary of Federal Members out of the jurisdiction of the Remuneration Tribunal has also resulted in further increases in "work-value" adjustments.  By this I refer to the movement in parliamentary salaries to reflect the performance pay that members of the Senior Executive Service of the APS received and now the link to the PEO classification.

The hardship that was endured by Members in the early days of this Country does not exist today.  Certainly Members of Parliament are subjected to stresses not realised by the general community and disruption to family life takes its toll.  These however have been recognised in various reviews conducted over the years.

What is the justification for the continuation of a life long entitlement that enables a former Member to travel anywhere in Australia on 25 occasions per annum, slightly less than once a fortnight?

I note that some former Members indicate that they could not conduct their community involvement without the travel entitlements.  How many former Members actually carry out community work that requires them to travel 25 times per year for life?  If this is a valid argument, why isn't there a similar provision for other retirees who have a wealth of information and experience to offer outside of their local community or State?  

If a Board or Committee requires certain expertise that a former Member can provide the cost of travel to and from meetings of the committee should not be borne from any former members travel entitlement but from the budget of the organisation concerned.

Has any research been undertaken or a survey of recipients of the entitlements conducted to determine the purpose of travel undertaken at Government expense.

When the costs of travel are Tabled each year do these costs include Fringe Benefits Tax that is required to be paid by the employer, or do the recipients receive a summary of their benefit in order that they may pay the relevant taxation on the benefit.

Although not part of the current inquiry, at some early stage the Government should consider the cessation of the post retirement benefits completely apart from official Parliamentary functions and recognise this by adjusting the remuneration of Members.

I realise that this submission covers a number of issues external to the inquiry, however, I feel that they are important.  Should you require any further information, I would be prepared to answer any questions that you might have.  My telephone numbers are (08) 9300 2885 or 0417 977 736.  My e-mail address is jobry@optusnet.com.au

Yours faithfully

Brian Moore

