Dear Remuneration Tribunal

I hope my submission is not a waste of time after reading that the tribunal is unlikely to adopt a general adjustment increase. Maybe I can change your mind. However why a mere 2% adjustment makes an appearance puzzles me. No recent salary increase in any area of general employment is at 2%. 

Unless this is a ‘straw man’ argument then it is nonsense to include it here. However I am of the opinion that there should be some increase in remuneration for MLA’s but more in the order of CPI (Currently Feb 2013 to Feb 2014 at 2.7 %.) abs.gov.au.

Rounded to 3% would satisfy much of the comparison figures that feature so prominently in the issues paper. 
You have the unenviable task of trying to determine an increase in remuneration for Assembly members. Your decision will no doubt be met with scepticism and horror by those not close to the political process and ignored by most others in the community.

Your discussion paper put forward some arguments and while I do not wish to critique the paper sometimes it was based on a false assumption. Desperately trying to find any justification for an increase just because of who they are politicians doing their job is not really a good enough reason.

While you make the point that politicians are a special breed, not like any others in the community, nevertheless work value must be the only determining factor, lest your decision to grant an increase will be seen to be a flawed and, not based on any evidence that one would normally apply. While you make comparisons with for example ACTPS Exec 1 levels, I agree with the point on page 8 that it is difficult to compare the work of politicians with others in society. 
Your executive summary makes the point that the work value of MLA’s may not be reflected in the remuneration of other allowances they are paid. Unfortunately nowhere in the summary or Issues paper is there any evidence of a substantial nature put forward to support this contention.

Mention is made of COAG, as if the politicians single handedly have to do something extra above what is there ‘job’. In reality the Minister attends a COAG meeting, discusses the issue and if change is needed instructs the public service (who have to justify their workload and extra functions for their 2.5 salary increase) to execute the decisions.

Your observation on page 3 of the discussion paper is noted regarding the citizenry being critical of any salary to MLA’s, but the contention that continuing to attract and retain ‘good quality MLA’s’ is dependent on a salary much higher than the present one is found wanting. I know of no election for the assembly that has not had a large and varied selection of political parties and other candidates, nor of any examples of ACT MLA’s resigning their positions due to their remuneration.
You can see I do not hold politicians on much of a higher plane than others in the community who have to justify why they are worth more.   I don’t mean to denigrate the current or previous Assembly members. In the main they are well meaning and hard working and there is nothing more important and meaningful as public service, however any increase should not go above the expectations of others in the community when it comes to salary increases. 
There is a sense of entitlement shown in the discussion paper. I think there should be  some sensitivity as to what is happening in the rest of the community.  

I speak from experience here. I have worked in the ACT since the early 1970’s and was, prior to self government, an elected member of the House of Assembly and Legislative Assembly, and for part of that time Party leader.
Your paper makes many key points to justify an increase. Might I go through some of them?
Page 6 Reference to the ACT as a regional leader, and in the health sector treating patients from across the border. As with the reference to schools, this is entirely a red herring. The ACT politicians do not provide this service and are not inconvenienced or face extra work due to servicing an additional 150,000 additional people from across the border. Neither are ACT politicians facing a ‘whole separate dimension with constituents outside of the ACT’ This servicing of interstate residents is nothing new, and in this regard nothing has changed. The interstate visitors make no greater claim on ACT politicians than do Territorians when they go interstate.  There is no ‘expected level of service from MLA’s’ . To suggest this is an issue is wrong. In fact it is the staff in hospitals and teachers in schools that provide this ‘extra’ service and they are restricted ordinarily to wage increase in line with CPI.
As for MLA’s being expected to undertake representational activities. (p6)  Yes this is what they have the calling for and why they currently get paid almost twice the average ACT salary to do. The number of MLA’s is also a red herring, as is the numbers of MLA’s per 100,000 population.  It has nothing to do with the level of service and is a poor example to use in order to bolster pay for MLA’s, as will be explained later.

Page 8 actually makes a lot of sense. While it may be difficult to compare MLA’s and their work with others in the community it, your discussion paper makes the point that there are no set hours and that they are on duty all of the time. Such a sweeping statement can’t go unchallenged. They may also be on duty none of the time. IN fact my Chairmanship of a large south side arts organisation that regularly invited all MLA’s to functions demonstrated as does the attendees list of most organisations that only a handful of MLA’s ever attend. Indeed with only limited sitting days (where absence of an MLA must be approved, there is little in the way of any suggestion that MLA’s are always on duty. There is nothing stopping an MLA leaving the electorate work to their electorate officer and no obligation to have a starting time to their day, nor to do anything in the electorate. Let’s get real here most Canberrans do not see the MLA’s. Most MLA’s are invisible. Despite public service being the most important role a person can play in their community, apart from the first flush of enthusiasm of a successful candidate following an election, any reading of public opinion would confirm that knowledge of the names of political representatives in the electorate is low. Many ACT residents with community group connections could indicate which politicians are noticed more by their absence than attendance at public events.
At the end of page 8 the economic viewpoint is mentioned as being larger and more complex that prior to self government. Yes that is true and if there were not a larger public service dedicated to the task and better means of communication and research there could be a point to this. However the actual time and role of the MLA has not changed a great deal. Ministerial responsibility notwithstanding.

Page 9 and the issue of Tertiary qualifications is a red herring. There is only one qualification to being a member of the Legislative Assembly. That is to be elected by popular vote. There is no other requirement. And members may have experience in business or government, but equally so there are many members of the Assembly who have none of these.

Page 9 ‘MLA’s are expected to undertake research’. Yes that is their job. Nowadays they have staff to undertake that on their behalf and the day to day running of the department or a Ministerial office is handled by an ever resourced office and public service, at whose disposal resources are, research tools, information sources and communications previously only ever dreamed of.  And it should be noted too that the people doing this work are by and large only expecting to get an increase in their salary by CPI (around 2.5% p.a.).
The geography of the ACT being smaller than the States is seen by the discussion paper as showing the more regular contact with constituents. This is not necessarily an issue that per se warrants an increase in MLA’s salary.  Today electors and elected and their staff can and are in instant communication. Pod casts SMS, email, voicemail,  MMS, videoconferencing  etc. are all part of the armoury of elector / elected interface. It is in this way that technology and the small size of the ACT reduces the need for comparisons to other States for large increase in salary for MLA’s.

You make the point that ‘It could be argued that the work of the MLA is more complex.’ It could also be argued that the work of an MLA is no more complex (Ministers notwithstanding.) and tying the complexity of work and the number of MLA’s as is done on page 10 is like comparing apples to rooftops. There is no correlation, and to argue this to justify a pay rise is dishonest.

You make the point on page 9 that Assembly members also have ‘municipal type activities’ It is noteworthy that in the States these functions are carried out by fewer elected officers as council amalgamations over the last ten years have shown. 

Salaries The graph on page 14 makes reference to these. It is noted that ACT and Tasmania are the lowest on the list. There are three points to be made here. Relating salaries and the areas that the elected MLA’s or elected representatives in other States or Territories have to travel. While interstate comparisons can throw up strange anomalies, the following can also be seen.
1. The first is the geographic area that is covered by each elected representative. In the following analysis I have not used population as the basis for representation as you have done in the discussion paper)  but geographic area. I have deliberately left out National Parks or Nature conservation areas. Not that there is no political responsibility for them but there are few if any constituents that need representation there.   Similarly in the States, forestry reserves, vacant crown land, defence ranges and mining reserves have equally been taken out of their respective areas. The figures provided by Geoscience Australia  contributes the following.

For the ACT the 2358sq km total area is reduced by the 46% of the Territory being National Park. The resultant 1273 sq km is largely then urban area, and while it does include city parks, lakes, open space and green belt, this is the area that constituents reside.

This area is represented by 17 members of the Assembly. This is one elected officer for 75 sq. km. of what I will call representative area.  This makes the ACT, the part of Australia with the smallest electorate area needed to be ‘serviced’ by an elected representative.
In New South Wales, each of their 1,653 elected representatives providing State or Local government function is responsible for 430 sq km. of representative area.

In Victoria their 759 elected representatives providing State and local government functions is responsible for 197 sq. km. of representative area

In Tasmania, where nearly 60% of the state is national or other parks, each of the 321 elected representatives responsible for State and local government functions is responsible for 86 sq. km. of representative area.  

The States and Territories can be summarised as follows   
	State or Territory
	representative area
	State/local govt. Members    
	Area per representative

	Northern Territory
	1274042 sq. km.
	173
	7364 sq.km

	Queensland
	1603936
	642
	2498 

	Western Australia
	1496486
	1327
	1128

	South Australia
	752310
	783
	960

	New South Wales
	710342
	1653
	430

	Victoria
	149616
	759
	197

	Tasmania
	27601
	321
	86

	ACT
	1273
	17
	75


Source for area and calculation of representative area Geosciences Australia  http://www.ga.gov.au/education/geoscience-basics/dimensions/area-of-australia-states-and-territories.html
Source for State/local government representatives,   ACT Electoral commission discussion paper 2012 on increasing the size of the ACT Legislative Assembly
Given the above figures, the compact nature of the representative area in the ACT and recognising the unique nature of the Territory’s Assembly being responsible for municipal functions as well, then by comparison to the rest of Australia the necessity for more greater salaries for MLA’s based on the functions they perform and the ‘more complex’ nature of their ‘job’ is found wanting. Given the compact nature of the Territory we do not have the need for services and political representation stretching over thousands of kilometres.

2. The assumption in the discussion paper is the base salary is the easiest way to make a comparison with other colleagues in other States. It is almost as if the base salary is most common salary of any of the 17 members of the Assembly. According to the information on page 19 of the discussion paper 13 of the 17 members of the Assembly have a salary above the base salary. So over three quarters of the Assembly members receive entitlement in salary above the base. While I have not looked into figures for other areas of Australia I could suggest relatively confidently that the ACT has the highest percentage of elected officials that do not get the base salary alone.

In fact 13 of the 17 members of the ACT Assembly, assuming Assembly roles are shared, are paid (on average) 61% more than the base salary. Interstate comparisons are meaningless when these facts are revealed. 

However keeping in mind the increase in salaries in the wider community an increase of CPI of say 2.7% to 3% is a responsible course of action. If indeed the Tribunal wishes to award more than that, then the loadings of the various office holders in the Assembly should be revisited.
3. Your quest on page 18 to restore equity taking into account roles and responsibilities and population growth in the ACT is a fraught with problems.  The interstate references to salaries, is a red herring. 

Referring back to Education and Health, and the need to increase MLA’s salary because more of these services is benefitting NSW residents is provided in the Territory than before, ignores the provision of these services in that State. With a population of say 370,000 residents in the ACT we are 5% of the population of New South Wales. 

Is our Health Minister or Education Minister only deserving of 5% of the salary of their Interstate ministers? Should our Ministers get more money to equal that of their respective Interstate Ministers (as is evident in the discussion paper argument), who themselves are responsible for 20 times the population of our Territory?
There is nothing inherently wrong with ACT Ministers in a relatively small jurisdiction of urban electorates having more than one portfolio. It could be argued, (although I won’t here) that being Minster for Health or Education or any other portfolio responsibility in a Territory of 370,000 residents, would not be as daunting as being the Health or Education Minister in a State of seven million residents.  Is the respective NSW State Minister working 20 times more than the ACT Minister?  

I wish the Tribunal well in your deliberations. Given the above, I have found that 
· Better technology is making the job of representation by Assembly members easier than before

· Greater staff numbers in Ministerial offices and the Public service generally is making governing the Territory easier than previously.
· It is the nature of political representation now that is now so different than before that is the key. Even since self government while the population has increased, communication between an Assembly member and the electorate is easier, faster and more inclusive than ever before. Electors and elected have a variety of communication forms, and given the small size of the Territory seeing or contacting one’s own representative and or contacting the electorate office has never been easier, more instant or the feedback more speedy.
So on balance I do not believe the MLA’s are in need of a larger increase than is available to the general workforce in the ACT who carry out the policies of the Government. I suggest an increase in the order of CPI and if the Tribunal suggest more than that then the question of additional salary based on the position of office (the percentage) be altered.
Yours sincerely

Ken Doyle 

