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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (TAX RELIEF) BILL 2004 
REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (TAX RELIEF) BILL (NO. 2) 2004 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 30 November. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.10 am]:  I will not take long to conclude my comments, for a 
number of reasons.  The first is that I notice a giant Freddo Frog has been placed on my desk, for which I am 
very grateful.  However, the better news is that one is sitting on the President’s desk, and if I take too long, I get 
the feeling that the Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford) may in fact find it and eat it! 

Hon Ken Travers:  We should have made Hon Peter Foss the Deputy President.  That would speed up the debate. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, that is right.  A dozen Freddo Frogs and we would finish the business of the day. 
Yesterday I talked about the culture that has developed within this Government in the relatively short period it 
has been in office - that is, nearly four years - in which taxes and charges have been increased dramatically.  I 
mentioned in particular the premium property tax that was introduced only a matter of months after the Gallop 
Labor Government was elected to office, and the debacle that surrounded that tax.  The Government announced 
it.  It followed the lead of the New South Wales Government, which had imposed a PPT.  The Gallop 
Government decided that it would go along the same line, but it had not worked it through and did not realise 
that a considerable number of people in Western Australia who own a residential property valued in excess of 
$1 million would have fallen within the net of the proposed PPT, and that a two per cent premium would amount 
to $20 000 a year in tax.  Many of those people were not rich in cash resources and would have been unable to 
pay the tax had it come to fruition.  After a considerable community debate, the Government decided that that 
tax should be dropped.  However, I should make the point that the Government did not drop the tax because it 
did not believe in the tax; it always believed in the tax.  It dropped the premium property tax because of the 
effect that that tax was having within the community in the run-up to the 2001 federal election.  Dr Gallop 
decided to do his backflip after he had met with the leader of the federal opposition, Bomber Beazley, who 
pointed out to Dr Gallop in no uncertain terms the electoral damage which was being caused and which was in 
fact burning the hindquarters of federal Labor candidates when the federal Labor Party was trying to focus on the 
goods and services tax. 
I also mentioned that today this Government derives in excess of $1 billion a year more in revenue than it did 
when it came to office.  There has been a dramatic increase in taxes and charges across Australia.  I mentioned 
last night that added to that is a very significant increase in the amount of goods and services tax payments that 
will flow to the Government.  When I say “increase”, I mean an increase greater than had been anticipated some 
years ago when the calculations on the GST were done.   
As I conclude, I should also make the point that Labor’s capital works budget program shows that although 
significant promises were made about annual expenditure on capital works, the expenditure goals have never 
been reached in any of the financial years that Labor has been in office.  It is a case of the Government 
promising the world but delivering only half or thereabouts of its projects and rolling over uncompleted projects 
to the next financial year.   

This Government has increased a considerable number of taxes in the past four years.  I will list a few of them to 
give the community a flavour of the culture concerning taxes, fees and charges that exists in the state Labor 
Party.  The party has become addicted to increasing taxes, fees and charges.  In the first financial year, 2001-02, 
water, sewerage and drainage rates increased by 3.5 per cent; compulsory third party premiums increased by two 
per cent; motor vehicle licence registration increased by five per cent; the building licence levy was increased 
significantly by $30; and the levy on parking bays in Perth’s central business district was increased from $70 to 
$120, which represents an increase of 70 per cent.  That is a massive increase.  In that financial year, probate fees 
for estates of $100 000 or more increased from $145 to $500; however, because that increase does not hit 
everyone on a daily basis, it has gone unnoticed.  It is a horrendous increase.  Admittedly, the fee of $145 had 
been in place for a considerable time.  I am not arguing that there was not a need to increase it slightly to reflect 
consumer price index increases.  However, to increase a fee from $145 to $500 is unbelievable.  The 
Government changed the rate of payroll tax from 5.56 per cent to six per cent.  On top of that, it changed the 
threshold so that a lot of small businesses that had not previously paid payroll tax were caught by the payroll tax 
net.  There was a significant increase in the rate of land tax on property valued at more than $2.5 million.  In the 
main, that mostly hit commercial properties, particularly shopping centres and small businesses that rent space in 
those centres.  Because the cost is an outgoing imposed on the businesses, the increase is reflected in increased 
prices that the shops and shopping centres charge for the services they provide. 

There has been a considerable increase in court fees across all jurisdictions, particularly for corporations and 
individuals.  The Government attempted to increase business registration fees in March 2002.  Fortunately, the 
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Legislative Council saw sense and defeated Labor’s attempt to increase those fees at that stage.  I flag that it is 
my belief that should this Government be returned to office after the next election, it will reimpose the premium 
property tax.  Business registration fees will increase dramatically because the Government will want to get to 
the point it wanted to achieve in 2002.  Double demerit points and fines for speeding were also increased in that 
first financial year.   

In 2002-03, water rates were again increased by 2.9 per cent.  There was an increase in public transport fares of 
about 2.6 per cent, which did not include concessions.  Driver’s licence fees went up by 2.5 per cent and car 
licence fees went up by three per cent.  There was a further increase in the Perth central business district parking 
levy, which went up another $30 to $150 - a 110 per cent increase on that car parking levy since the Government 
had come to office.  Stamp duties generally increased from three to 14 per cent across the board.  We are well 
aware of the increase in the rate of stamp duty on motor vehicle licences, which was expected to raise an 
additional $38 million to $43 million, or $162 million over four years.  Of course, we well know and recognise 
the massive increase in stamp duty on property conveyances, which was expected at that time to raise an 
additional $57 million to $68 million per annum, or $250 million over a four-year period.  We also saw the 
introduction of a new tax, which again contradicted Dr Gallop’s promises prior to the last election that he would 
not raise taxes and charges.  It is interesting that while he said he would not raise taxes and charges, both the 
premium property tax and that new ad valorem tax on motor vehicle third party insurance policies were in fact 
new taxes.  So perhaps when Dr Gallop says that he is not going to raise taxes and charges, he does not include 
the possibility of creating new taxes to fill the void, so to speak.  In the past four years we have seen not only the 
introduction of new taxes, but also a dramatic increase in existing taxes.  The new ad valorem rate of eight per 
cent on motor vehicle third party insurance policies was expected to raise about $25 million in its first year, and 
about $105 million over a four-year period.   

In 2003-04, sewerage and drainage rates went up by 3.3 per cent, as did water rates.  Public transport fares, with 
the exclusion of concessions, went up by three per cent.  Stamp duty on conveyances increased by 15 per cent, 
stamp duty on general insurance policies went up by eight per cent to 10 per cent, and compulsory third party 
insurance rates went up by 2.8 per cent.  This is all from a Government that said it was not going to increase 
taxes and charges.  Driver’s licence fees came in for an increase of 2.8 per cent, recording fees increased by 
2.9 per cent and the Perth parking levy went up from $150 to $180.  A person would almost think that the 
Government had some fixation on penalising anybody who parks within the Perth CBD!  From when the Labor 
Government came to office to today, that parking levy has increased unbelievably.  A change of names is 
normally something that would attract a fee of about $25, but the change of names registration fee was increased 
from $25 to $120 - a massive increase in anybody’s language.  The fee for births, deaths and marriages 
registration information went from $5 to $35 - a huge increase in anyone’s business.  The combined effect of 
those tax increases meant an additional $400 million a year during that period.   

For 2004-05, the current financial year, the combined tax increases will bring in an additional $300 million a 
year.  All in all, they are massive increases that have allowed the Government to enjoy over a billion dollars in 
revenue more than it did when it first came to office.  I would argue that there is indisputable proof that this 
Government is addicted to increases in taxes and charges.  I would also argue that without the increased taxes 
and charges that have been forthcoming over the past three years, the Government would never have balanced its 
budgets.  Any talk of balanced budgets is directly related to the additional amount of money that the Government 
has been taking from taxpayers’ pockets.  Instead of receiving praise for allegedly balancing its budgets, the 
Government deserves taxpayers’ condemnation for ripping them off.   

The good news is that as I go around the community talking to people, there is unquestionably an undercurrent 
of dissatisfaction with the Government.  People in the community want to pay back the Gallop Government for 
significantly increasing taxes and charges over the past four years.  There is no question that taxpayers will have 
their payback time.  I believe it will come at the next state election.  One of the dangerous times in politics - we 
have all been around politics for a long time - is when there is no single issue in the community, but an 
undercurrent of dissent that is propagated by the little things that have occurred.  I am certainly not trying to 
describe the increases in taxes and charges as little things, because they have been a massive smack in the mouth 
for Western Australian taxpayers over the past four years.  The law is the law, and Western Australian taxpayers 
have had to pay what the Government has demanded.  However, the taxpayers will have their opportunity at the 
next state election, and it is my belief that taxpayers will cast their votes against the Government for a number of 
reasons.  One reason in particular is the Premier’s decision to break the promise he made prior to the last state 
election not to raise taxes and charges.  Within a few months of being elected, the Government did a backflip on 
that promise and introduced new taxes and charges and increased many existing taxes and charges.  It has 
continued to do that during its four-year term of office.   

The Bills that we are debating will offer some relief in the areas that I described earlier; that is, stamp duty, 
payroll tax and land tax.  However, it is too late to try to buy people’s votes at this stage of the game.  Only a few 
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months ago, the Gallop Government decided, in desperation, that it would offer children free entry to the Perth 
Royal Show.  What the Government did, in fact, was pay the Royal Agricultural Society of Western Australia an 
amount equal to the admission fees for young people.  The Western Australian community is not stupid.  Of 
course, people accepted the offer of free entry for children to the show, but they knew that that measure was no 
more than an inducement aimed at trying to cause them to forget the extensive rise in taxes and charges that have 
occurred over the past four years.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Was that offer made for country shows?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I understand that it was not, and Hon Derrick Tomlinson raises a very important point.  I 
said before that the building dissent and undercurrent of dissatisfaction in the community is fuelled by a lot of 
little things.  One of those things is that country Western Australia is entitled to believe that it was discriminated 
against.  The Government tried to buy off metropolitan Perth by giving children free admission to the Perth 
Royal Show, but that is the same as saying to country Western Australia, “Here’s Dr Gallop’s finger - stick it up 
your nose!”  People do not like it and take offence.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I was a bit worried there for a second.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am trying to be reasonably decent about this issue.  I would have assumed that they 
would be sticking it up their noses.  Some people might have thought that it might have got stuck somewhere 
else, such as in their ears - who knows.   

We support these Bills, although we do not think that they go far enough.  In the end the people of Western 
Australia have not been conned.  They know about the culture of additional taxes and charges that now exists 
with this Government.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [10.31 am]:  The two major parties support the Revenue Laws 
Amendment (Tax Relief) Bill 2004 and the Revenue Laws Amendment (Tax Relief) Bill (No. 2) 2004.  The 
Greens (WA) probably take a different view on taxation and expenditure.  It may seem a radical concept to 
some, but we believe some concerted effort should be made to work out what is a decent and reasonable 
requirement of the community for fair and equitable health care; to ensure free public education; to ensure the 
quality and protection of the environment; to ensure that we do what is necessary to assist industry to tackle the 
most important issues of the efficient use of water and water conservation; to tackle the most important issues of 
climate change; and to ensure energy conservation and efficiency.  However, money for these measures never 
appears to be available and, for some reason, so many of them are left to the market.   

It also appears that many government decisions on revenue expenditure are based more and more these days on 
the decisions of credit rating agencies, such as Moody’s Investors Service Pty Ltd and others at the international 
level.  It is extraordinary that the democratic process and the ways in which Governments operate at a federal 
and state level are determined more and more not only by international credit rating agencies but also by 
international money markets.  What is wrong with that?  The problem is that within those credit rating 
assessments are specific ideological preferences.  For example, paying nurses and teachers decent salaries to 
ensure that the State has those skilled professionals in the future apparently does not go down well with credit 
rating agencies.  They consider ongoing expenditure to be a negative.  However, capital expenditure, especially 
business-related expenditure, tends to be made hand over fist for the biggest corporate entities operating in 
Western Australia to enable them to invest through state agreement Acts.  Everybody knows the Greens (WA) 
view of state agreement Acts.  They appear to receive a tick from credit rating agencies.  Spending money hand 
over fist in the form of corporate welfare is good according to international credit rating agencies, but paying 
nurses a decent salary and providing suitable conditions for enough nurses to ensure they have job satisfaction 
and provide adequate health care is apparently a negative for international credit rating agencies.   

When we deal with issues to do with revenue laws, the driving forces are such that we need to understand where 
the pressures are coming from.  The Greens (WA) would like to see some Government at some stage having the 
courage to stand up against those pressures and to prove some of those ideological assumptions false.  For 
example, most of us are intelligent enough to know that community-based and preventative health measures are 
much more cost effective than the pointy end of emergency medicine in teaching hospitals.  That is not to say 
that teaching hospitals are not important, but providing money for community and preventative health care 
programs produces much more value for the health care dollar.  Credit rating agencies obviously do not favour 
those sorts of things.   

Anybody who has worked on greenhouse gas emissions in the energy industry knows that having policies and 
expending money to enable the community and industry to become more energy conscious and efficient is much 
more effective at providing jobs and expending the dollar, because it saves money in the future.  Good energy 
and water measures put Western Australia in a much better position to deal with the challenges it faces.  The 
Greens (WA) are into smart economics, not the stupid economics that are promulgated by the ideological 
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preferences of the international ratings agencies and the international money market.  This Bill will, in effect, 
give back to people some of the taxes that have been increased in the past.  The Greens do not have a problem 
with Governments imposing taxes and charges.  There must be a revenue source to pay nurses, to protect the 
environment and to introduce the measures that the community wants.  I am not sure whether that is where all of 
the revenue goes, but the Government needs sufficient funding to do those things.  Governments must look at 
things the other way around.  What do people need, what are the reasonable expectations for expenditure in the 
community, and what is the fair way to collect that revenue?   

I will highlight one measure in this tax package that is of particular interest to the Greens; that is, the reduction in 
the marginal rate of payroll tax.  We understand the rationale for this measure.  However, the Greens believe that 
reductions in payroll tax should be linked to other positive measures in the community.  Given that Australia-
wide there is a large, growing and perhaps critical shortage of skilled tradespeople, it would make a great deal of 
sense if this measure or any future payroll tax concession were linked to better performance by medium to large 
industries in the provision of apprenticeships; that is, skill training for the future.  Not all industries - many larger 
industries in the resource sector in Western Australia do - have a good record of providing training for 
apprentices.  People who do provide those skill services provide a good basis for the Western Australian 
economy in the future.  There are enormous pressures on the Commonwealth Government to expand the skilled 
migration program.  This Bill gives the State Government an opportunity for payroll tax reductions, but the State 
Government in conjunction with the Commonwealth Government could use the measures associated with payroll 
tax and potential tax reductions to link them to better performance in the provision of training for apprentices in 
the future.  I understand that a reasonable benchmark for the provision of apprenticeship training might be 10 per 
cent of staff in the areas of business in which skilled trades are very much lacking.  I suggest that extra benefits 
be given to businesses that reach that 10 per cent, such as a payroll tax exemption.  We understand that there is 
already a provision in the revenue laws for wages for apprentices to be excluded in the calculation of payroll tax.  
That is as it should be.  However, for many years the federal Government provided a 180 per cent or 185 per 
cent tax deduction for people conducting research and development or training.  I suggest currently there is, in 
effect, a 100 per cent payroll tax deduction for wages provided to apprentices.  There are other schemes of 
assistance.  I ask the minister whether the Government has considered providing an even greater level of 
incentive through the payroll tax scheme as a carrot to medium to large businesses in Western Australia to 
improve their performance in the provision of apprenticeships and proper training so that people can become 
skilled tradespeople in the future and provide householders with the services they need.  Householders are 
finding it more difficult and expensive to obtain the services of existing tradespeople, many of whom are in their 
late 50s or 60s and are retiring and getting out of the business.  Payroll tax reductions would give an incentive to 
medium to large businesses that may not be pulling their weight and would enable them to better their 
performance in the future in providing skilled tradespeople.  For those reasons, the Greens (WA) would have 
much preferred that this payroll tax measure was linked to an incentive to businesses to improve their 
performance in providing apprentices and skilled tradespeople.  I hope that in the future this Government, or any 
future Government, will see the benefit of linking any future reductions in payroll tax to the need to achieve 
those very important goals.  Small business is exempt from payroll tax.  However, it still needs assistance in 
providing apprenticeships.  The Greens believe that in the medium and large business sectors, any further 
reductions in payroll tax should be linked to the achievement of positive community outcomes.  That must 
include incentives that will help alleviate the critical shortage of skilled labour in Western Australia.   

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [10.40 am]:  We will be supporting the Revenue Laws Amendment (Tax 
Relief) Bill and the Revenue Laws Amendment (Tax Relief) Bill (No.2).  In saying “we”, I mean the New 
Country Party.  Last week, twice when I said “we” I was initially reported as saying One Nation.  I thought I 
should mention that, because yesterday the New Country Party was registered by the Electoral Commission, so it 
is now official.   

The Western Australian Government would be a fabulous business to own.  If it were available for sale, I would 
love to buy it.  What an easy way to make money - increase taxes and reduce services!  It does not need to 
perform.  It must be the easiest business in the world to run.  If we were operating in the commercial world and 
decided to increase prices and reduce the quality of our goods, we would last for only five minutes, because 
people would be flying out the door.  I do not believe the bureaucrats in this place are greatly skilled in business, 
because when people are struggling, they decide to increase taxes.  However, when the drones out there wake up 
to what is going on, they then decide to reduce services; and when the drones find out that services have been 
reduced, they decide to increase taxes again.  They just keep playing that stupid game.   

On a positive note, I am pleased to note from the second reading speech that 64 000 land tax payers will be given 
some tax relief through these Bills.  However, in a State of 1.5 million people, that is not a big deal.  The second 
reading speech goes on to say that Western Australia will then have the equal third lowest payroll tax rate of all 
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the States and Territories.  That is a strange way of putting it.  It is like the old saying is the glass half empty or 
half full.  I suppose we could say it also has the equal third highest rate.  It is just a play on words.   

I remember the days when the Gallop Labor Party was trying to play its cards in order to gain Government.  It 
said that there would be no increases in taxes and charges.  I remember that as clear as a bell.  It said that it 
would fix up the problem with power blackouts.  However, they have continued.  It said it would fix up the 
problem with water restrictions.  However, they have continued.  If I had to give a one-paragraph statement 
about the performance of the Gallop Labor Government, I would say it lied about no increases in taxes and 
charges, no reductions in services, no water restrictions and no power blackouts.  I cannot make out a good case 
for the performance of this Government.  I remember the premium property tax.  The Labor Party wants to pick 
on anyone who is successful in life and makes a quid by doing a few property developments or running a small 
business.  If Western Australia’s total population comprised 1.5 million drones, I do not know how they would 
ever make a living.  Their attempts to earn extra income would be stifled.  The business of government - I will 
call the Western Australian Government “business” for illustration purposes - should take a more pragmatic 
approach to raising revenue rather than just increase taxes.  Surely it should consider alternatives.  The manager 
of a supermarket or the chief executive of Wesfarmers Ltd, for example, would seek to increase profits by selling 
more goods.  That might mean offering price discounts on goods to encourage people to buy more and, in turn, 
create more incremental income.  This Government has made no attempt to help the people who vote for it and 
pay its members’ wages.  The Government has sought only to punish those people.  Yet it hopes that in February 
2005 those people will have forgotten about that punishment.  However, those people will remember that this has 
been a high-taxing Government.  It has been a disappointing Government.  
Some weeks ago I asked whether the Government was considering reducing stamp duty on the purchase of 
motor vehicles.  The Government’s response was that it would consider it in May 2005.  I guess it will look at 
everything in 2005.  That was a very feeble answer.  Approximately 50 000 people work in the motor vehicle 
sales industry.  It is one of the biggest industries in the State.  I recently heard Hon George Cash refer to stamp 
duty.  It is almost as though he had read one of my press releases on the subject and quoted it extremely well.  
His remarks were right on the ball.  Western Australian residents have travelled to the eastern States to purchase 
a motor vehicle.  As I said the other day, one of our New Country Party members recently bought a Mercedes 
camper vehicle worth about $130 000.  He saved $16 000 on stamp duty by purchasing the van in Queensland.  
It was cheaper for him to catch a flight there, take a three-day holiday and drive the van back to Western 
Australia.  He did not save only a grand or so; he saved $16 000.  That is a lot of money; it is as much as some 
people’s annual wage.  
It seems like yesterday that Western Australian vehicle numberplates contained the words “State of Excitement”.  
People from the eastern States used to purchase vehicles in Western Australia, so numbers of vehicles went the 
other way.  Now people are travelling east to purchase vehicles.  As I have said before, stamp duty on the 
purchase of an average-priced vehicle at $35 000 is $2 012.50.  Stamp duty on the same vehicle in Queensland is 
$700.  What exactly does stamp duty involve?  When a person purchases a vehicle, he is provided with a piece of 
paper on which he writes his name, address and how much he paid for the vehicle.  Then the person behind the 
counter slams down a stamp that looks like a great big rubber mallet and metaphorically smacks the purchaser 
over the head with a $2 000 impost.  What an easy way to earn $2 000.  The same thing happens in Queensland 
for $700 without the use of a mallet.  Obviously, more expensive vehicles attract a greater amount.  The 
Government should be encouraging people to shop in Western Australia and buy Western Australian goods.  
Stamp duty on motor vehicles is an easy touch.   
The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure seems to be pursuing a policy of combining low-cost housing with 
high-cost housing in up-market residential areas.  I do not know whether she has a problem with people who live 
in affluent areas, but the Government seems to want to attack people whom it perceives to be successful or who 
have money.  People save a bit of money in many ways earned through hard work.  The harder people work, 
unquestionably, the more is paid to the Government.  People look over their shoulder when they are doing well.  
It is a wonder that the honourable Premier does not stand behind people saying, “You’re doing well; keep it 
going.  The more you get, the more we will get.  Don’t forget that we get half of everything you get.”  That 
approach does not encourage people.  This Bill will relieve a few people, but it is a pittance-type offering.  Most 
people would give a smack in the mouth to a person who offered this package to increase charges and then give 
back this and that.  Most people would walk out of such negotiations.  The Government is in a unique position.  
Unfortunately, the Government’s attitude is that it is my way or the highway.   

We have experienced a booming economy, and obviously the Government will receive increased income and 
that should have been factored into its calculations.  Treasury should have been more diligent in sharing the 
burden with the taxpayer while ensuring government income.  No forethought was given.  I believe the system is 
too slack and too easy because of the attitude displayed: it is my way or the highway, Jack.  People must pay 
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more dough or else fewer services will be provided.  You know what happens, Mr Deputy President.  If people 
do not pay, the Government places a writ on their house and takes it off them.   
At the end of day, the Government has done a very poor management job of the best business in Western 
Australia, which is called the WA Government.  It is very profitable and a large-income business, but ultimately 
inadequate services are offered to shareholders, who include you, Mr Deputy President, me and the rest of us in 
this room.  In the fantastic business of government, blind Freddy could have done as good a job as the Treasurer 
has done during the four years of his Government.  I will not take up the time of the Chamber any longer.  The 
New Country Party will support the measures.   
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.53 am]:  I thank all honourable members for 
their enthusiastic support for the Government’s revenue legislation.   
I start with a generality.  The theme I picked up from honourable members’ contributions was that somehow this 
Administration is seen as a high-taxing Government.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  It’s true.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Unfortunately, that is the rhetoric, but there is rhetoric and there is reality.  The only way 
to match reality with rhetoric is to look at the facts.    
Several members interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am trying to help honourable members to understand those facts.  As members made 
certain comments prior to and during the budget debate, I went to the trouble of drawing up a comprehensive list 
of the facts; that is, I asked Treasury to compile those facts for me.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  Is it the same sort of result you would come to with advertisements in the media regarding 
the number of jobs you created through your rural and regional investment fund?  You say you created 3 000 
jobs. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure the honourable member welcomes the fact that the fund - 
Hon Murray Criddle:  The answer to my question last night was that some of these jobs were by contract for a 
few days here, there and everywhere, and that there was only an odd permanent job.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Some were employed part time and some were employed full time.  I recall the answer 
very clearly. 
I am glad that Hon Murray Criddle has recognised the great success of the regional infrastructure funding 
program.  I have not compiled these facts myself; they have been compiled by an objective source - Treasury.  
They are Treasury’s figures, not mine.  I want a question answered, and for this I address Hon Paddy Embry.  I 
know he is a fair and objective member who will understand what I am saying because he does not have an axe 
to grind on this matter, save for the need for him to represent his constituents, which I appreciate - 
Hon Murray Criddle:  I represent people who live in the regional areas, and judging by the Government’s 
advertisements, from what you said the other day and from an answer given by the Minister for State 
Development, you are stretching the truth. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I think the creation of 3 400 jobs is a magnificent achievement.  I am glad the member 
recognises that we have had that effect. 

I have a list of the net full-year equivalent value of the changes that have been made in successive budgets since 
1993-94.  That is calculated by taking the full-year effect of the tax change and calculating the positive tax 
changes - the tax increases - and the tax decreases and arriving at a figure that reflects the net bottom-line effect 
of the budget.  Everyone would agree that that is a fair way to approach the question of whether this Government 
is a high-taxing Government.  That methodology determines what is the net effect of each budget, and it makes 
fascinating reading.  I will begin with the 1993-94 budget.  In 1993-94 the positive and negative tax changes 
resulted in a net effect of a tax increase of $128 million; the application of the same methodology for 1994-95 
shows a net tax increase of $70 million; in 1995-96 it resulted in a tax decrease of $47 million; and, similarly, in 
1996-97 there was a tax decrease of $35 million. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Did you say increase? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I said there was a net decrease.  In 1997-98 taxes increased by $72 million; in 1998-99 
taxes increased by $229 million; and in 1999-2000 taxes increased by $21 million.  The total tax increase over 
those years of the coalition Government - 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Over eight years.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  The total tax increase was $438 million. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Did Treasury factor in the $50 levy for the SGIO, which was made insolvent? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  These are Treasury figures. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I know.  Do they include the $50 levy? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  They include a number of tax increases.  However, the total tax increase is $438 million. 
The same methodology was applied to the years of the Gallop Government’s term of office.  In 2001-02 there 
was a net tax increase of $134 million; in 2002-03 taxes increased by $120 million; in 2003-04 taxes increased 
by $172 million; and in 2004-05 taxes decreased by $330 million.  Therefore, the net tax increase over four years 
was $78 million. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  With or without the GST? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  During its eight years in office the coalition Government increased taxes by $438 million.  
There is fact and there is rhetoric.  People refer to the Gallop Government as a high-taxing Government; let us be 
quite clear about the facts.  Is a $78 million net increase of taxation as a result of the actions taken by the Gallop 
Government a sign of a high-taxing Government?  It might be.  It depends on one’s point of view.  However, 
that can be compared with the achievement of the previous Government, which raised $438 million over double 
the time; that is, eight years.  Therefore, which is the high-taxing Government?  There is a real danger that we 
are being confronted with a situation of the pot calling the kettle black.   
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  How does that relate to Treasury’s figures?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Those are Treasury’s figures. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  This year your tax receipt from Western Australians for those state taxes was $1 billion, 
compared with what it was in 2001.  How did it get those figures?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is true, but the coalition Government had similar numbers.  What I have not said, 
because I have been trying to be kind to members opposite, is that the excellent figures of the Gallop 
Government have been delivered without flogging off the State’s assets.  We have not flogged off $7 billion of 
assets to achieve those things.  I will go through one or two other things.  Despite those tax increases, the 
coalition managed to deliver to the State of Western Australia deficits in five of its eight budgets.  The Gallop 
Government has delivered four out of four balanced budgets.  That has been done on the basis that debt is lower 
than when Labor came to government, WA has the lowest unemployment rate since records have been kept in 
this State, and there have been no asset sales.  This Government has not sold off the back paddock, as the 
coalition did.   
I am as open to criticism of the Government’s economic performance as is anyone.  Yes, I believe that the 
Government has made mistakes.  Hon George Cash clearly pointed to one of those mistakes; that is, the political 
misjudgment that was made on the introduction of a premium property tax.  That was clearly a misjudgment.  
The Government acknowledged that.  It said that it got it wrong.  I am not sure that I entirely agree with the 
interesting scenario painted by Hon George Cash on behalf of the Opposition, when he indicated that this was all 
about the federal election.  It may well have been.  I do not know.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  But you couldn’t publicly agree with that either, to be fair.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am not sure whether it is true.  What I can say is that the Gallop Government walked 
away from the premium property tax.  The Government really did not think that this tax would be objected to.  
The tax was based on the New South Wales model.  New South Wales had introduced a similar tax not long 
before.  There was a bit of a furore for a week or two in New South Wales, but basically everyone settled down 
and said that it was fair.  The reaction in Western Australia was quite different.  We expected opposition from 
people living in the western suburbs, but we found that opposition was coming from the aspirational voters.  Our 
supporters in Balga told us that this was the wrong thing to do, because they aspire to owning property of that 
nature.  It became very clear that aspirational politics in Western Australia is somewhat different from that in 
New South Wales.  The Government conceded that it had made a blue.  It is one thing to make a mistake and to 
stick with it pig-headedly and arrogantly and to barge ahead; it is another thing to put up one’s hands and to cop 
it sweet.  The Government got it wrong; the premium property tax was a bad call.  It was politically unsellable.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  It was a ladder in the stocking of opportunity, really.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes; it was a ladder in the stocking of opportunity.  That is beautiful.  That is what 
Governments should do.  When a Government introduces something in good faith, thinking that the Western 
Australian public will cop it, and then finds that the public will not cop it, the only politically acceptable, if not 
responsible, thing to do is to walk away from it.  That is exactly what we did.   

Hon George Cash said something that surprised me a little.  He indicated that state charges have increased the 
cost of living indices for Western Australian families.  I do not have those figures to hand.  I am relying on my 
memory, but my recollection is that the cost to families from state charges such as utility costs, bus fares and 
other things supplied by the State has in fact fallen in real terms by $264 a year.  That is because those charges, 
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particularly power charges, have effectively been frozen.  As the cost of living indices have risen, the real cost 
effect of those important household costs has fallen, and I think the figure is about $264 a year.  That is not 
much, but what is the comparative figure under the coalition Government?  I think it was an increase -  
Hon Murray Criddle:  You saved a bit of money at my property the other day.  We did not have power for a 
couple of hours so that saved a bit! 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is the other thing that I find really strange.  Not only are we being presented with a 
scenario from members opposite that reminds me of something that was said at the time by a former Western 
Australian who was a commonwealth Minister for Finance - not the better known Peter Walsh, but John 
Dawkins -  
Several members interjected. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I think he would be very surprised to hear that.  What John Dawkins said stuck with me.  
He said that basically what all Australians want are Scandinavian levels of service and Singaporean levels of 
taxation.  It is an expectation on all Governments that they provide services without taxation.  It has been an 
issue for all Australian Governments, whether they be coalition or Labor Governments, to try to find a balance 
between Scandinavian levels of service and Singaporean levels of taxation.  When people talk about power 
blackouts and say, “Goodness me, our power was blacked out for two hours the other day”, do they actually 
forget that they used to experience power cuts under a coalition Government as well?  I can recall a massive 
power blackout as a result of a storm that shut down Perth for seven or eight hours.   
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  A storm?  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, a storm.  Yet on that infamous day of 19 February a couple of years ago when we 
were able to meet only 95 per cent of demand - we had a minor brownout - everyone thought their throats had 
been cut.  In fact, it was not a blackout at all.   
Hon Norman Moore:  It was not caused by a storm; it was caused by your incompetence.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No; it was caused by weather conditions, and the Leader of the Opposition knows that 
very well.  There was an extraordinary run of days of extreme weather conditions and a lack of gas supply.  The 
fact is that although Western Power certainly made mistakes, it still met 95 per cent of demand.  It certainly was 
not a blackout.  We had to turn off one or two airconditioners; it was no big deal.  However, that has nothing to 
do with the budget, and the Deputy President would be quite right if he called me to order on that matter.   
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  This is like a Hans Christian Andersen Christmas tale.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Members need to think hard about those figures.  If they do not accept that those figures 
are accurate, that is fine; by all means, they can challenge those figures.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  Will you table those figures?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, I am happy to.  These figures, supplied to me by Treasury, indicate the outcome of 
each budget.  They indicate the facts.  The facts do not support the rhetoric of members opposite.  That is the 
problem.  If they think that is a Hans Christian Andersen story, they are looking at the wrong end of the fairy 
story because they have been running the fairy story.  When they are presented with the facts, they do not like 
them.  I cannot do much to help them in that; I can simply show them the facts.   
I turn now to stamp duty on cars.  It is true that in the very extensive round of tax cuts that is contained in this 
budget, stamp duty on motor vehicles was one of those issues that missed out, simply because we would love to 
have done it but we could not.  That is the limit of financial responsibility.  It seemed more important to deal 
with issues such as stamp duty on property transfers, which had experienced substantial increases.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Do you agree that the increase was a mistake, like the premium property tax?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, but I will deal with that in a moment.  We said that stamp duty charges on property 
transfers, payroll tax and land tax are the charges that we had hit the Western Australian public pretty hard on.  
Our accounts are now running well and they are the areas in which we need to return a dividend to the Western 
Australian taxpayer.  We did not include motor vehicles.  Let us work our way through that.   

Successive Western Australian Governments have always attempted to keep our tax scales in a band that is 
competitive with those of the other States.  We have some significant advantages that make people want to invest 
in Western Australia, so we do not have to be like Queensland and Tasmania.  Western Australia does not have 
to be the lowest taxing State, because there is really no difficulty attracting investment into this State.  However, 
we like to keep our tax scales within that competitive band.  These tax reductions will keep Western Australia 
very firmly within that most competitive band.  However, we need to look specifically at stamp duty on motor 
vehicles and at what Western Australia’s position has always been.  Historically, we have always taxed motor 
vehicles at a rate somewhat higher than the average.  Tax on motor vehicles in Western Australia has always 
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been a little higher than that in the competitive band.  Setting aside Queensland, which also does not have a 
significant motor vehicle industry, there are clear reasons for New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia and, to 
a lesser extent, Tasmania having very competitive stamp duty rates on motor vehicles, simply because rising 
motor vehicle sales have a direct effect on their economies, as they are motor vehicle manufacturers. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Could it be because of their geography - they are very close to each other - or because it is 
easy to cross the border? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I guess that could be a component, but the overriding component is that they all have 
motor vehicle or motor vehicle component industries that rely heavily on local domestic sales, even though 
increasingly we are exporting motor vehicles.  However, those domestic sales are influenced by the level of state 
stamp duty, and that has a direct effect on their economies.  Western Australia has no motor vehicle industry, 
and has not had one for a very long time.  I suspect - I do not know this - that that is why stamp duty on motor 
vehicles in Western Australia has always been somewhat higher than the average. 

However, let us have another look at the dynamics of motor vehicle sales.  I recall Hon Frank Hough saying 
some days ago that he does not understand why 5 000 car dealers are not demonstrating in front of Parliament 
House about this State’s alleged uncompetitive rates of stamp duty on motor vehicles.  There is a really good 
reason that they are not out there. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  There are not 5 000 out there. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Perhaps there are not 5 000, but that is the figure he used.  However, there is a good 
reason that they are not out there; that is, they are too busy selling cars to be demonstrating in front of Parliament 
House.  We saw the figures on the rate of growth only the next day, as it happened.  It was a beautiful bit of 
irony.  Only the day after Hon Frank Hough had made that statement in this place, figures were published that 
indicated that the rate of increase of new car sales in Western Australia is seven times the national average.  It 
might be possible for people to buy a Mercedes campervan - a $150 000 vehicle - from Queensland or another 
State and save $16 000 on sales tax, but the fact is that people are not doing it in any numbers.  The rate of 
increase of new car sales in this State is seven times the Australian average.  We would like to make those 
taxation rates more competitive.  However, they are not crippling the motor vehicle industry in Western 
Australia.  They do not have a substantive effect on jobs.  If we have a surplus, we will have the opportunity to 
recycle that surplus for the growth in the economy that we are seeking to achieve.  There have been phenomenal 
rates of growth in each of the years of the Gallop Government.  The rates of growth have been so phenomenal 
that when the Treasurer went in with a particular budget - I forget which one - predicated on a growth rate of 
4.25 per cent, the Leader of the Opposition in another place said that that was crazy, it was unachievable, and we 
would not get 4.25 per cent economic growth in Western Australia.  I believe we ended up with 6.75 per cent 
growth that year, and 7.25 per cent growth the next year. 
Western Australia is enjoying a boom and, yes, the Government benefits from that boom.  That gets back to the 
point made by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  Yes, tax revenue receipts have been high because Western Australia is 
enjoying a particularly good period.  However, we should look at what has been achieved as a result of that 
outcome and as a result of the tight control that the Gallop Government placed over its spending, particularly in 
its first two years.  When we came to government the financial situation was tight.  Members opposite do not 
like hearing that.  The State’s AAA credit rating was hanging on the wire.  Standard and Poor’s made it very 
clear that if any lack of discipline was shown at all, the State’s AAA credit rating was at risk.  We were not about 
to let that happen.  Members opposite can be critical that the Government’s surplus in its first year was higher 
than it should have been.  It was necessary for us to build in a buffer of about $100 million because I do not 
believe that Treasury believed that the Government could deliver the spending restraint that it did deliver.  The 
previous Government’s increase in its spending ratio was increasing in a spectacular fashion; it was around 
9.5 per cent each year. 
Hon Paddy Embry:  What was it spending it on? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Departmental spending.  It was the increase in costs. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Infrastructure, roads and things like that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  I am talking about recurrent costs, not capital costs.  Capital costs are a different 
matter.  In other words, the cost of the public service. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You didn’t say that.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Spending involves the consolidated fund budget but capital works are not involved in that 
budget; it is a separate budget.  It is a quite different matter, although one affects the other. 
I suspect that Treasury did not believe the Government could deliver the type of spending restraint it did deliver.  
The Government has paid a political cost for that.  As Hon Murray Criddle pointed out, one of the things the 
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Government did not do as a result of its assessment of the capital works budget and the consolidated fund budget 
was to build the Lancelin to Cervantes road.  It is one of the things a Government does when it exercises 
restraint.  However, because the Government exercised that restraint, the State’s books are in great shape.  On 
top of that, the State has had a better return from the Commonwealth from the additional $2 billion that the State 
sends to the Commonwealth every year, of which not all comes back.  The State Government has clawed some 
of that money back.  However, it is not taking all the credit for that because Richard Court, as the previous 
Government’s Treasurer, played a very big role.  He was a passionate advocate of that issue.  Hon Eric Ripper 
has been able to continue the work that Richard Court started.  We ought to be celebrating that we have finally 
been able to start clawing back some of the money.  The Government is celebrating that by returning the money 
to the Western Australian public.  The Government was not in a position to do that in the 2001-02 budget.  
People have very short memories.  During the 2001-02 budget, the State’s AAA credit rating was hanging on the 
wire and the Government had to rein in rampant government spending, which it did.  The Government delivered 
a balanced budget out of what was a very difficult set of circumstances, including one of the worst droughts 
experienced in this State.  The Government still delivered the goods.  If people want to say that that is not good 
management by a State Government, they are free to do so.  However, they are wrong because there is not one 
objective fact that supports that point of view. 
Hon Frank Hough also objected to the principle of progressive taxation; that is, the concept that tax rates rise on 
a scale in accordance with the value of the subject of the tax, whether it is income or assets.  Progressive taxation 
has been an element of Australian governance for many years.  Hon Frank Hough did not suggest an alternative.  
Perhaps the alternative he has in mind is the two per cent universal tax that a lady called Hanson indicated would 
be the answer to our problems.   

The bottom line is that this Government has delivered very good financial management.  It has delivered it 
without flogging off state assets; it has delivered it on the basis of lower state debt.  The tax “increases” are 
myths.  If they are balanced out at the end of the term, we find the Opposition has only $78 million to hang its 
campaign on.  Against that, it has to wear the fact that the previous Government delivered increases of 
$438 million over eight years.  Myths and reality can be surprisingly different things.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  You must also not forget that we reduced state debt from $8.3 billion to $4 billion. What 
is it now? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but the previous Government sold $7 billion worth of assets.  What did it do with the 
rest of the money?  That is the amazing thing.  We have actually cut state debt without selling off the State’s 
assets.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  You should actually look at the assets that we built.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Those things are obviously important, and I think members opposite would be generous 
enough to say that the Gallop Government has also been a massive spender on the State’s infrastructure.  We are 
dealing with the biggest economic boom this State has seen, including during the 1960s, and we are providing 
the infrastructure to support that massive resource development on a scale that this State has never seen before.  
We are certainly building the infrastructure, and I am glad that members opposite recognise that.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  With all due respect, that is one of the things that people complain to me about.  We are 
having this boom, but they do not actually see the capital expenditure.  They see promises about, for example, 
the southern railway; however, the main payments are yet to come.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is being built right now.  If the honourable member were to go to Geraldton, he 
would see the massive scale of spending there.  If the honourable member were to go to the Burrup, he would see 
the massive scale of spending there. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Geraldton actually funded the deepening of the port by a loan, which is fully refundable.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  What is the difference between a loan, public-private partnerships or direct government 
funding?  It has to be done, and it is being done.  These developments are on a massive scale.  We are talking 
about infrastructure funding, not about how that funding is achieved.  If Hon Paddy Embry looked at the capital 
works budget of the State of Victoria, he would actually find that it is slightly less than ours.  In any given year, 
Victoria’s capital works budget is slightly less than ours; it is around $3 billion.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  But you do not spend that $3 billion every year.  That is a furphy.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a red herring, to be frank.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  It’s not a red herring.  Look at your figures.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Every capital works budget in every State’s history tends to be underspent.  If the member 
wants me to say that as some massive revelation, I will say that, but everybody already knows that.  The State of 
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Victoria, which has an economy three times the size of Western Australia’s - it is a huge economy - has a capital 
works budget that is slightly less than ours in most years.  How is that so?  How is Victoria, with its massive 
economy, able to get away with such a low capital works budget?  The fact is that it funds most of its capital 
works through public-private partnerships.  It does not really matter how it gets done.  The ratings agencies take 
PPPs into account in the same way as if we went out into a capital market and borrowed the money ourselves.  If 
there is any risk of exposure at all, that is something that Standard and Poor’s or the other rating agencies take 
into account.  What matters is not the level of the capital works budget but the infrastructure that is built out of 
the State’s resources.  The fact is that we are catering for this massive economic boom.  It is being done and it is 
being achieved very well.  Investors are literally lining up to come into Western Australia on the basis that this is 
a well-managed economy.  It is an economy that, by Australian standards, has moderate levels of tax, which is 
increasingly so as a result of the changes that have been put in place by the Gallop Government.  In the long 
term, this State can be regarded as being at the lower taxing end of Australian States; it is certainly not at the 
higher taxing end.  Above all, this is a State that has stable management, and a State in which the growth of 
government expenditure is controlled.  This State Government has a great degree of discipline.  I do not have the 
figures before me, but it would be also interesting to compare the growth of government expenditure over the 
period of the coalition Government with that of the Gallop Government.  Members will find that those spending 
issues were reined in.  This is a Government with a great deal of discipline.   
I thank all honourable members for their useful contributions to the debate.  I table the documents relating to this 
debate.   
[See paper No 2997.] 

Question put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), and passed. 
 


