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BUSINESS TAX REVIEW (TAXING) BILL 2003 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the Chair; Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for 
Racing and Gaming) in charge of the Bill.  

Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Part 2 replaced -  
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The clause states -  

Part 2 is repealed and the following section is inserted instead -  

5. Imposition of pay-roll tax 
Pay-roll tax is imposed at the rate of 6%.   

The Opposition has a great deal of difficulty with this clause, because it will increase the rate of payroll tax 
across the board.  We argue that payroll tax is a regressive tax, and that the significant tax rise that will now be 
imposed on small business will provide what amounts to a token tax cut for some of the biggest corporations in 
Australia.  If the Government has surplus funds to pay for tax cuts, we believe the increases that are proposed in 
this Bill are totally unnecessary.  As I have said on a number of occasions, since this Government has come into 
office the increases in revenue that it has enjoyed and can expect to enjoy have been in excess of $4 billion.  In 
fact, this year the anticipated revenue is $1.3 billion more than was anticipated in the Treasury documents that 
were released prior to the last election.  It is grossly unfair that small business should have to pay the same top 
rate of tax as global corporations.  It is a regressive and unfair measure.  An analysis of the figures for this 
proposal indicates that the tax increases for small business are being imposed in order to pay for the tax cuts that 
big business will enjoy.  That is also grossly unfair.  On the question of economic reason, the proposal put 
forward by the Government is economically irrational.  It is an unquestionable fact that small business is the key 
employment growth sector in Western Australia and that payroll tax is very much a tax on jobs.  The more jobs 
that are taxed, the fewer jobs there are in a real sense.  I thought government was all about providing an 
environment that created jobs.  However, in this case the Government is imposing a tax that will, 
unquestionably, cause a significant effect on the small business sector.  Most of the $20 million tax cut proposed 
as a result of the change in the rate will flow to the corporate giants around Australia.  A saving of $20 000 or 
$30 000 will hardly make a difference to the significant corporations.  However, the increases being imposed on 
small business will have a significant detrimental effect.   

I have considered a schedule and plotted out the winners and losers with regard to this issue.  In the area of the 
payroll tax threshold from $675 000 to $750 000 there is estimated to be 392 employers.  They will receive a 
decrease in their tax of $0.9 million, making them winners.  In the gross payroll category of $750 000 to 
$1.1 million there are 950 employers, who will see a reduction of $1.1 million across the board.  If we divide that 
figure by 950 employers, it does not leave a lot of money; however, they can be put on the winning side.  In the 
area of $1.1 million to $4.8 million there are 3 910 employers.  The increase, because the Government proposes 
to introduce a six per cent flat payroll tax over and above the threshold amount, is $17.7 million, which places 
those employers very much in the losers’ corner.  Interestingly enough, those companies that have a payroll in 
excess of $4.8 million - and in Western Australia it is said that there are approximately 3 020 employers in that 
category - will receive a benefit of $23.4 million.  That particular category includes employers such as BP 
Australia Ltd, CSR Ltd, Woolworths (WA) Pty Ltd and Coles Supermarkets - the big corporations that trade in 
Western Australia and have payroll tax assessable in Western Australia.  They are very much winners in the 
whole deal.  The schedule, on balance, provides a modest benefit for small businesses with less than $1.1 million 
gross payroll tax.  However, that benefit will erode very rapidly as wages increase, because those increases will 
push those employers into the higher bracket within a short time.   

The Liberal Party thinks that the tax cut for the big corporations looks rather hollow given Labor’s increase in 
the top tax rate in its first budget, which delivered an extra $70 million in revenue.  Given the increases accrued 
to this Government that have not been all a result of tax increases - some were a result of other factors that we 
can talk about when the appropriation Bills are debated in this House - there is no doubt that the significant 
revenue increases over and above those expected prior to the last election of in excess of a billion dollars a year 
will see this Labor Government swimming in money.  I do not know where that additional funding has gone.  
One of the good things that could be said of the last Government is that people could look out of a window in the 
city and see projects such as the Narrows Bridge and other infrastructure being built.  People could also see 
infrastructure being put in place in the south west and the north west.  People could see where the money was 
going.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Go to Geraldton port.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 24 June 2003] 

 p9018b-9020a 
Hon George Cash; Deputy Chairman; Hon Dee Margetts 

 [2] 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have been to Geraldton port and I agree with the member that that will be a great 
development when it occurs.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It is happening now.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I know that.  I mean when it is finished.  Members should not be too quick to judge 
Geraldton port because there is a good chance that that development will run into some very significant 
engineering problems.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  And environmental disasters.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Indeed, without question.  The one good thing about Hon Ken Travers is that when a 
member is just about to sit down, he loves to interject, which gives the member a few more minutes, such as to 
make the point that this Government is swimming in money.  I do not know where it has gone.  It has not gone 
into the health system, because a week after the Labor Government was elected the Minister for Health said that 
he would fix the health problem.  I thought he was going to fix it in three months.  I thought that if he fixed it in 
six months, that would be a good thing.  If he fixed it in 12 months, he would have been doing well.  It is now 
two and a half years down the track and the community and the health system in Western Australia are worse off 
than they were prior to the last election.  However, it is fair enough for the Deputy Chairman to say that I am 
straying a little wider than - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That would be a reasonable statement.  In that regard -   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  Please do not interject, because Hon George Cash is just about 
to come back to clause 7.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:   I have eyes and I can see.  I could see the frown on your face, Mr Deputy Chairman.  I 
have decided that I have said enough about this clause.  The Liberal Party is not happy with it and opposes it.  I 
give fair warning that the Liberal Party will oppose the third reading of both Bills.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I put on record that the Greens (WA), if we had our druthers, would consider other 
methods of taxation, such as greenhouse gas taxes and proper pollution taxes, rather than a tax on employment.  
We would like corporate Western Australia to pay its way, especially in areas where it creates costs that the rest 
of the community must shoulder.  Given that those other options are not on the table, we are still left with a 
payroll tax that is somewhat progressive inasmuch as smaller businesses, which already have so many other 
costs associated with administration, do not have to pay this measure.  The Greens also recognise - it is a good 
point - that the windfall to corporations in this measure is unacceptable.  This measure is a very blunt instrument.  
Later on in the package there are other measures that might be seen to be targeting people in big business, but it 
is not particularly targeted, which is not acceptable.  From that point of view, I agree with Hon George Cash.  
However, the business sector and its representatives do not appear to be asking that this measure be opposed at 
this stage.   

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
 


