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TAX BURDEN ON WESTERN AUSTRALIAN FAMILIES AND BUSINESSES 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  The Speaker received today within the prescribed time a letter 
from the Leader of the Opposition outlining that, in accordance with Standing Order No 145, the Opposition 
wishes to raise the following matter of public interest - 

That this House calls on the Gallop Labor Government to provide the maximum level of tax relief for 
Western Australian families and businesses instead of giving a $110 million tax break to one private 
consortium.  

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter can proceed.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.30 pm]:  I move the motion.  I happened to 
watch Stateline last Friday night and saw an interview with former Premier Peter Dowding in which he described 
a number of Labor minister as duds - I think he used the term “serious underperformers”.  That did not help me a 
lot because I could not work out to whom he referred.  Did he refer to an energy minister who ran out of 
electricity because it got hot in February?  Was it a justice minister who oversaw a minibus-load of prisoners 
trotting out of the Supreme Court?  Was it an arts minister who will place our prize museum collection in a 
pinball factory in Welshpool?  Was it a transport minister who lost her driver’s licence three times when she had 
responsibility for the transport portfolio, as she still does today?  Was it the Attorney General who gave a 
confidential affidavit to a cabinet colleague and potentially compromised an investigation and Supreme Court 
appeal?  I could go on.  Was it an education minister who swore at teachers and publicly swore in this Chamber 
in front of a school group?  It could have been any of those ministers.  Peter Dowding was right: they are dud 
ministers; they are “serious underperformers”.   

I focus today particularly on taxation.  Western Australian families and businesses are hurting following three 
years of massive tax increases by the Gallop Labor Government.  Despite a promise to not increase taxes, Dr 
Gallop and his artful Treasurer in their first budget increased taxes by $115 million.  In the second year, they 
imposed a further $119 million increase.  In the third year, they imposed a further $175 million burden on 
Western Australians.  Yes, they reduced the burden in the fourth year, particularly for first home buyers, but all 
other home buyers and people paying stamp duty, land tax and payroll tax were essentially left in the same 
situation.  We have never seen in this State’s post-war history such a continuous period of massive tax increase.  
The budget for the current financial year 2004-05 has projected tax collections amounting to $3 739 million, 
which is 29 per cent - essentially 30 per cent - above the annual tax collection level when this Government came 
to power.  That is a 30 per cent increase in the annual collection.  Let us look at the amount that has been 
collected by the Government, bearing in mind that these tax increases were piled on top of each other 
cumulatively.  Compared to the forecast when this Government came to power, tax collections have increased by 
$1 531 billion.  This Treasurer pats himself on the back and boasts about his budget surplus.  However, he does 
not tell the people of the State that he is collecting $1.5 billion extra in tax.  Some of the media are inclined to 
say that this results from a property windfall.  Nevertheless, more than $1 billion - more than two-thirds of that 
$1.5 billion - is directly attributable to tax rate increases.  A strong property market has contributed a lot of 
money; however, two-thirds of that take is directly attributable to tax increases, even with the concessions 
granted in last year’s budget.  It has been an extraordinary period of massive taxation.  

This Government’s first budget increased payroll tax and land tax, and its second and third budgets primarily 
increased stamp duty.  Under this Treasurer, this State has gone from being the second lowest taxing State of all 
Australian States to be the second highest taxing State.  That is his record.  The rhetoric about business 
conditions in this State does not matter.  Most businesses in the manufacturing and service industries look at the 
tax deal.  They see that this once low-taxing State is now a high-taxing State, exceeded only by Victoria, I 
believe.  Many examples can be given.  People still pay an extra $1 429 in stamp duty on a typical Perth house.  
This is the case with everyday transactions on houses.  To add to that problem, the Auditor General reported that 
in the limited number of agencies he audited, overcharging was taking place in the order of $20 million or 
$30 million.  The principal offender was the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  In her agency, the 
recording fee for vehicle transfers had increased by 125 per cent more than could be justified.  In other words, 
her department is double-charging Western Australians every day, and doing so on a chronic basis.   

The impact of this taxation is enormous on small to medium sized businesses that employ people.  What was 
touted as tax reform resulted in increasing the top marginal rate for payroll tax to six per cent.  Consequently, 
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thousands of small to medium sized businesses pay massive amounts of payroll tax - way above what they 
should be, and were, paying.  Householders are paying increased taxes on their car insurance, home insurance 
and vehicle transfers, and when buying and selling property.  People are paying enormous rates.  Stamp duty was 
increased on insurance by 25 per cent, and huge increases in tax have occurred across the board.   

The increases in taxes across the wider community have been in excess of $400 million, and more than $1 billion 
in extra taxes has been collected as a result of rate increases by this Labor Government.  I noticed in the media in 
recent days, with some interest, the members for Innaloo and Joondalup calling from the suburbs for tax relief.  
It is as though they have just discovered families and anyone else buying a car, insuring property, paying licence 
fees, employing people or paying land tax, particularly self-funded retirees.  Members of the backbench are 
suddenly screaming.  It is as though those people have just been discovered by the members for Joondalup and 
Innaloo.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They voted for them.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Exactly.  The parliamentary record indicates that the tax increases were implemented 
through individual tax Bills.  The Opposition called divisions on those measures, and I have the voting record 
with me.  Those members opposite making those cries voted in support of those Bills in the first, second and 
third years of those tax increases.  They voted as individuals and representatives of those communities for the tax 
increases.  They now cry that taxes are too high, but the public record indicates that they voted in support of the 
Government’s tax increases. 

I will talk now about a very special tax deal being done in this State with the prospective transaction on the sale 
of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  If this transaction takes place - it is a commercial matter 
between the current and prospective owner - the State Government has offered a tax break of $110 million.  The 
Government will exempt one transaction from stamp duty.  Why is that?  The pipeline is currently owned by 
Epic Energy, which is under receiver management for a range of reasons that we could debate.  The pipeline is 
being sold by a private consortium, which essentially comprises two-thirds US interests and one-third Australian 
interests, to another consortium.  The pipeline could be sold if the price were lowered.  However, the pipeline 
sellers do not want to lower the price below $1.85 billion as the banks want their money back.  If the price were 
lowered by $100 million or so, it would be sold.  The consortium does not want to lower the price.  How is the 
Government trying to assist the transaction?  It states that stamp duty is liable to be paid; the Stamp Act is in 
place.  The Government has outlined that the pipeline buyers will not pay the stamp duty as the Government will 
give it back - it will throw it back into the transaction.  The vast majority of that consortium of banks, of which I 
think there are about 30, are American banks, and a couple of Australian banks are involved.  Why should 
Western Australian taxpayers have to bail them out because they made a bad business decision and failed in their 
due diligence by overvaluing the pipeline when they made their bid for it?  They do not do business in Australia, 
they do not pay taxes in Australia and they do not employ people in Australia.  They are American banks.  Why 
would Western Australian taxpayers, through this transaction, effectively transfer $110 million to American 
banks?   

It matters because in the 1980s, under a Labor Government, there was a financial crash when many financial 
institutions got into trouble.  The first was the Teachers Credit Society.  The Labor Government of the day bailed 
it out to the tune of $100 million.  People said that perhaps that was okay.  Then Swan Building Society got into 
trouble and the Labor Government bailed it out to the tune of $50 million or $60 million.  Then Rothwells Ltd 
got into trouble and it was bailed out to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars.  That resulted in WA Inc.  It 
started with the bailout of the Teachers Credit Society.  It was promoted as, and seemed on the surface to be, a 
fair and reasonable thing to do.  Why should Western Australian taxpayers have had to pay for the 
mismanagement of the Teachers Credit Society?  Why, today, should Western Australian taxpayers, effectively, 
have to give $110 million to American banks?  This is a highly improper deal.  It is exactly the same deal as that 
which started the WA Inc saga.  It amounts to a Government becoming involved in a private commercial 
transaction between one wealthy consortium and another wealthy consortium.  The only thing they need to agree 
on is the price.  The Western Australian Government does not have to intervene.  The pipeline is not making 
losses; it is operating profitably.  Why, then, would the Government intervene?  There is no justification for that.  

Corruption was mentioned in question time today.  That is what WA Inc was all about.  It started off as what 
seemed to be fair, innocent transactions.  The media in Western Australia was naive at the time; it did not 
question what was happening until the saga became the fiasco of WA Inc.  Do members remember the 1980s 
when people talked about the petrochemical project until they realised that money was being funnelled through 
that deal to Rothwells and used in other transactions?  What is happening with this deal?  The Deputy Premier 
will say that it is about expansion of the pipeline.  If that is the case, he should deal with the pipeline expansion 
rather than with stamp duty.  What does stamp duty have to do with a contract to expand the pipeline?  
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Absolutely nothing.  As were most of Labor’s 1980 deals, this proposed stamp duty relief is a contrivance to 
artificially boost the price to the vendors of the pipeline and, therefore, allow them to pay back the American 
banks to enable the sale to proceed.  If the American banks do not get paid back, they will not agree to the sale.  
Why would they?  They want their money back.  I do not blame them if they want to get out of the pipeline deal.  
However, why should tens of thousands of Western Australian taxpayers’ have to pay the American banks?   

People have written to me over the past few days about land tax assessments.  My colleagues could give example 
after example of people complaining that they once paid $600 land tax and now they must pay $1 500 or that 
they once paid $5 000 and must now pay $12 000.  That is a lot of money.  In many cases, we are talking about 
self-funded retirees and people wanting to keep their holiday homes; yet, this Labor Government will give 
$110 million to American banks.  I regard this as the worst scandal that has occurred under this Government.  

I challenge the Western Australian media to do some homework.  The Western Australian media failed to pick 
up the events that led to WA Inc for two to three years.  It failed to see what was going on and it failed to see the 
impropriety and inappropriate - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  They are paying a lot of attention to your address!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The public of Western Australia will.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Perhaps.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They will want to know why the Treasurer and the Premier are compensating American 
banks to the tune of $110 million.  I want to know why.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  To sort out your mess.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is interesting that the minister says that it is to sort out my mess.  I told that minister 
three years ago what he should do and he did not do it.  The amount of $110 million will be transferred to 
American banks and, as a result, the cost of transporting gas will increase again unnecessarily.  This has been a 
complete shambles.  If the Government wanted to do something about pipeline capacity, it would do it.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am addressing the Chair.  I want you, Madam Deputy Speaker, to look your constituents 
in Wanneroo in the eye and tell them you voted for a $110 million tax transfer to American banks.  I want you to 
be able to defend that to your electorate.  We will tell them that members opposite voted for a one-off tax 
concession for big business of $110 million, of which, ultimately, the beneficiaries will be American banks; the 
vendors.  Every member opposite will have to explain why they have agreed to the Government’s replicating the 
initial WA Inc deal - the bailout of the Teachers Credit Society.  The principle is exactly the same.  There is no 
reason at all for the Government to get involved in the sale of the pipeline from one private company to another.  
The Government might want to ensure the pipeline is expanded, which it should be.  However, it missed the 
opportunity two years ago when Alcoa, Wesfarmers and others signed a contract and $140 million was spent on 
expansion.  A contract could have been signed by Western Power, or even the Government if it wished to do 
that; albeit it would have been silly to do that.  The Government missed that opportunity; the pipeline was 
expanded and it could be expanded again.  However, a contract must be signed for the transport of gas.  

What will the Government get for its $110 million?  Is it buying a share of the pipeline or gas transport capacity?  
I do not think so.  What is it buying?  If the Government is buying anything of value, will it please tell me now?  
If I am wrong, will the Government tell me what asset it will receive for its $110 million?  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Blue sky. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I think the member for Hillarys is right; it will be that term from the 1980s, “blue sky”.  
The Premier is not here but I challenge the Treasurer, if he is so confident, to introduce a Bill to authorise a tax 
concession of $110 million so that the Parliament can vote on whether we should make a tax gift of 
$110 million.  

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am addressing the Chair.  I reiterate my challenge to the Premier and the Treasurer, if this 
is such a great deal for Western Australia, to introduce legislation or move a motion for this Parliament to 
approve a $110 million tax gift to the seller of the pipeline, which ultimately will go to American banks, and see 
whether they can get parliamentary approval for that.  I am willing to bet they will not.  If members opposite 
were honest, they would not vote for that transfer.  Historically, this is the only example I can think of in which 
one taxpayer is to be given preferential treatment ahead of all other taxpayers.  The scale of the preferential 
treatment in providing a $110 million stamp duty concession far surpasses anything that has ever happened in 
this State.  Minor royalty concessions and the like have been made.  However, never before in this State’s history 
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has a Government allowed a tax concession of $110 million to one taxpayer, a big business organisation - 
whether it be the buyer or the seller, they will share the benefits indirectly - with the ultimate beneficiaries being 
American banks.  The 1980s were about a corrupt Labor Government.  The 1980s were also a time when the 
Western Australian media did not do their homework.  I remember that time well, because I was probably one of 
the only voices in Western Australia that was questioning those deals.  I was criticised for that.  About a year 
later they all started falling over.  The analogy between this transaction and the initial WA Inc deals is one-to-
one.  I want to place it firmly on the public record.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you suggest that this contract will fall over?  Is that what you are saying?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This deal is not dependent on a tax concession.  The Government does not need to give 
away $110 million for the ownership of the pipeline to be transferred.  That shows the absolute naivety of this 
Government.  Like former Premiers Burke, Dowding and Lawrence, this Government thinks that it can buy its 
way out of an issue.  It cannot do that.  It needs to behave with propriety and to understand the commercial 
motives of those concerned.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am addressing the Chair.  I want to place on the public record that the coalition and I do 
not support this tax concession.  I again challenge the Government to bring this matter to the test of the 
Parliament.  I do not support it.  It is highly improper, highly discriminatory and unfair to every taxpayer in this 
State.  In fact, it would be unfair to every person in this State for the Labor Government to give away 
$110 million, which would find its way like a bouncing ball into the pockets of American banks.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.51 pm]:  Over the past three years we have 
seen an unprecedented attack on property owners in this State.  When the Treasurer wanted to attack those he 
considered rich through his diabolical premium property tax, he was sent packing because of the public reaction 
to that tax.  However, the politics of envy were very much alive.  Where did the Government go from there?  The 
greedy Labor Party machine immediately turned to property owners.  It decided to attack home owners, 
especially those who had built up property investments.  Some people had built up their investments over 
generations and not over a short time.  There is a philosophical belief, almost a Marxist belief, among members 
on the other side that this Government needs to tear down those people who wish to own property.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister should not laugh; the Government is doing that.  There are truckloads of 
examples.  I want to draw some of those to the attention of the House in the short time available to me.  An 
article published by Post Newspapers Pty Ltd on 9 October is a really wonderful read, for a Marxist.  It is not 
much of a read for a capitalist.  It tells of a shack at Marybrook between Busselton and Dunsborough that had a 
land tax bill of $2 699 in 2000 that rose to $4 579 last year.  This year it was $10 213.  It has gone from $2 700 
to $10 000, an increase of 278 per cent. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What is the other side of the equation?  How much is the land worth? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Government deliberately set up that system.  It is bracket creep.  If the member 
reads the article, he will see what the Government has done through its taxes.  The Government has deliberately 
put bracket creep into land tax, because it hates property owners.  It is as simple as that.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That was there when you were in government.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This Government has amended it.  Members opposite should read the article.    

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The bracket creep was there when you were in government for eight years.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not have time to debate this matter.  Members opposite should read the article to 
find out what the Government has done with property taxes.  It has built in a special arrangement.  It cut out the 
first level of taxes and quickly ramped up property taxes as valuations rose.  There are many examples.  I refer to 
another property in Quindalup that a person has owned for 31 years.  The land tax bill last year was $6 481, 
which was a jump of 140 per cent from the previous year.  This year the tax bill was $11 761, a jump of 81 per 
cent.  How will these people pay their land tax bills?  They will not be able to.  In many cases we are talking 
about people who have retired.   

What have we had out of this process?  Ministers have been talking about $110 million as if it is of no 
consequence.  An amount of $300 million has been cut from road funding by this Government.  Important roads 
have vanished off the agenda, such as the Toodyay bypass and traffic bridge and its $16 million in funding.  That 
has gone.  Five thousand trucks a year rattle through the main street of Toodyay.  That is just the trucks!  
Funding of $42 million has been cut from the Ocean Drive project between Lancelin and Cervantes.  That has 
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gone.  Country hospital beds and rural surgical services have been closed.  I was in Moora last week.  The people 
in that town are very concerned.  Funding has gone.  Silver Chain Nursing Association services have gone.  
Murray District Hospital no longer provides emergency services.  Thirty mental health patients are turned away 
from the Peel Health Campus each year.  I could go on and on about what $110 million could do for Western 
Australians.  I strongly support this motion.  An amount of $110 million is a great deal of money.  It should not 
be going to American banks; it should be going to Western Australian taxpayers.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [3.55 pm]:  This motion goes to the heart of why the Leader of the 
Opposition is not fit to govern, because it illustrates what I regard as his central weakness; that is, political 
vanity.  We have an opposition leader who after nearly four years in opposition still cannot accept that the 
coalition made mistakes during its eight years in office.  More importantly, he lacks the humility to acknowledge 
his own mistakes.  He has never accepted his responsibility for the Windimurra fiasco.  He has never accepted 
responsibility for his failure year after year to live within his budget as education minister.  He has never 
accepted responsibility for the botched privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  He has 
never accepted responsibility for the money wasted on the mirage of the Oakajee industrial estate.  He has never 
accepted responsibility as a senior economic minister in the then coalition Government for presiding over an 
economy that actually got smaller.  He has never accepted responsibility for failing to clear up native title issues 
on the Burrup and Maitland industrial estates and on the residential and light industrial land surrounding 
Karratha.  He has never accepted responsibility for the collapse of the west Kimberley power project.  He has 
never accepted responsibility for his failure to introduce independent performance standards for Western Power 
and scrutiny of that organisation’s performance.  He has never accepted responsibility for allowing Western 
Power bureaucrats to stifle electricity market competition.  He has never accepted responsibility for being part of 
a coalition budget committee that delivered five deficits in eight years, raised taxes in five out of eight budgets, 
presided over uncontrolled spending - a sea of red ink, according to financial commentator Alan Wood - and 
jeopardised the State’s AAA credit rating, on the advice of the then Under Treasurer.  The committee did not 
accept the Under Treasurer’s advice, which was that the coalition Government was acting in a way that was 
jeopardising the State’s AAA credit rating.  Not once has the Leader of the Opposition said sorry for these 
mistakes.  Not once has he acknowledged that he was even aware that these mistakes were made.  He simply 
does not understand why the coalition Government was booted from office in 2001.  He has not learnt the 
lessons of the election result of February 2001.   

When this Government came to office it inherited a number of problems.  It inherited an economy in decline.  It 
inherited a health system, an education system and a Police Service that were in financial crisis.  It also inherited 
a series of unfunded and underfunded commitments that were entered into by the previous Government.  The 
underfunded and unfunded commitments of that time were quantified at almost $500 million.  If members of 
Parliament and, in particular, members of the Opposition want to know what is on that list, they should look at 
the list I tabled in 2001 showing the items that constituted the Barnett budget blow-out.  I want to provide the 
House with an example of two technology projects in the Police Service - the Delta Communications and 
Information Technology and the computer aided dispatch and communications services - that were embarked 
upon by the previous Government.  They are expected to cost more than half a billion dollars by 2007-08. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Most of it in your time! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Bless his cotton socks, the Leader of the National Party always comes in with an interjection 
just when I want him to.  He has been doing it ever since he has been in Parliament.  I love it when he sits there 
and interjects, because that is just what I was going to say.  More than half of that funding has had to be provided 
by this Government: $269 million, or 52.8 per cent, will have to be funded by this Government because the 
previous Government, through the budget committee on which the Leader of the Opposition sat, did not provide 
the funds.  Do members know what that committee did?  It was astonishing.  I can still hardly believe that it 
happened.  The Commissioner of Police told us that he received a letter from the then Premier, Richard Court, 
telling him to go ahead with the project.  There was no government decision, nothing was in the budget papers 
and there was no allocation of money.  There was only a letter of comfort from the Premier to the Commissioner 
of Police telling him to go ahead; in other words, the Government would fix it up at some later stage.  The 
Government was not there to fix it up because it was booted out in 2001.  We had to find more than half of the 
required funding.  We had to find $269 million for a project that was in deep financial, operational and 
contractual trouble when we came to office.  That was just one of the unexpected expenses faced by the 
incoming Government before it could get on and implement its own commitments.  That first budget process 
was horrifying for the members of the expenditure review committee, because we wanted to get on and 
implement our election commitments and honour the promises we had made to the community of Western 
Australia.  Agency after agency came in and showed these unfunded commitments, underfunded programs, and 
all the financial black holes that had been hidden by the previous Government.  We inquired who sat on the 
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committee that delivered that set of budget outcomes and we discovered that the Leader of the Opposition had 
been a member of the cabinet budget committee during the previous Government. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Were you a member of the Cabinet that lost $1 billion?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Now those opposite want to go back two decades.  They would like to fight the 1993 election 
or maybe the 1996 election; they have not yet come to terms with the 2001 election, let alone got themselves 
ready to fight the forthcoming election.  They are still back in 1993!  Talk about a time warp!  Anyway, I 
suppose it is a generational thing when one looks at those on the other side. 

Commonwealth revenue was also difficult for the State.  The goods and services tax was not providing as much 
money as the previous arrangements.  There was a requirement for budget balancing assistance.  The GST fell 
short of the state taxes. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  There were top-up payments. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Yes, until Peter Costello said, “Oh, by the way, I have got this fuel indexation scam, so your 
top-up payments will be reduced because we will artificially change their formula.”  In fact we were not as well 
off as we would have been under the previous arrangements.  Of course, we suffered further cuts year after year 
at the hands of the Commonwealth Grants Commission.  The difficulties with commonwealth revenue, the 
unfunded commitments and the contracting economy that we inherited were the key factors behind our decisions 
to increase taxes in our first three budgets.  Even within those financial constraints we embarked upon a business 
tax review to clean up the dog’s breakfast of taxes that we inherited.  We have introduced a fairer, simpler tax 
system with fewer taxes, fewer compliance costs for business and fewer administration costs that eat away at the 
revenue that is received.  We have simplified payroll tax.  There is now a single marginal payroll tax rate of six 
per cent, which is much easier for everyone to understand, rather than the previous difficult set of rates that 
applied before the payroll tax system was changed. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We had the support of the business community. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Not the small business community. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  They were all represented on the reference committee, and it galls the Leader of the 
Opposition that some other people can work with the business community and be trusted.  There are people on 
the government side whom the business community can work with.  The Leader of the Opposition does not like 
that; he thinks he has a monopoly on that.  The business community does not trust the Leader of the Opposition, 
and for good reason. 

We simplified land tax, with fewer brackets and higher thresholds.  When we came to power a person paid land 
tax on a piece of land valued at $10 001.  We have increased that threshold to $100 000.  We have exempted tens 
of thousands of people from having to pay land tax at all as a result of that decision.  We have reduced the 
number of brackets.  A property used to move, on average, from one land tax bracket to another every eight 
years.  We have reduced the number of brackets so a property now moves from one bracket to another, on 
average, every 16 years.  We have structurally reformed land tax, which should reduce some of the problems that 
have been experienced with that tax.  However, every year there are increases in property values and the land tax 
scales must be reviewed because property values go up.  It is possible that the land tax scales can get out of 
whack with the state of the property market.  That is why, during the last budget, we also raised the thresholds in 
the land tax scheme.  During every budget we will look at land tax with a view to changing the thresholds to take 
account of movements in the value of property.  We will not necessarily change the thresholds every budget, but 
we will always look at the issue to assess where the land tax is in accord with the state of the property market. 

We have abolished five taxes.  No longer is there stamp duty on cheques, workers’ compensation insurance 
premiums, life insurance or unlisted shares.  No longer do people pay rental duty.  Debits tax, by law, will go on 
1 July 2005.   

In 2004 things did change, and they changed in two ways: firstly, the economy began to power ahead at rates 
that were completely undreamt of and unexpected.  If I had come into this House in May 2003 and said that I 
was basing my budget on an economic growth rate of 6.75 per cent in 2003-04, the Leader of the Opposition 
would have been on his feet in outrage, charging me with cooking the books, with making unrealistic 
assumptions and with having a totally imprudent budget.  That is what happened.  The State grew by 6.75 per 
cent in 2003-04 and the domestic economy grew by about eight per cent.  Naturally, when that happened there 
was an influx of revenue into the state Treasury.  Something else happened as well.  From the moment we came 
to office, we began a campaign against the unfair distribution of commonwealth grants.  We commissioned a 
review by Ross Garnaut and Vince Fitzgerald.  We combined with Victoria and New South Wales to complain 
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about the subsidies that other States, including Queensland, receive.  We pointed out that each year the 
Commonwealth Government takes from this State $2 billion more than it returns in the form of commonwealth 
expenditure.  Finally, after 10 years of cuts, we got a result from the Commonwealth Grants Commission: 
$231 million additional revenue.  Therefore, as a result of the economy and as a result of that Commonwealth 
Grants Commission decision, we were in a position to consider tax cuts in the last budget, and cut taxes we did.  
There was a five per cent cut in stamp duty.  Seven out of 10 first home buyers are exempt from paying any 
stamp duty whatsoever.  Land tax thresholds were raised to accommodate increases in land values, and there was 
a complete freeze on household fees and charges. 

The coalition also had its revenue windfalls.  In fact, it had a higher rate of revenue growth, on average, in its 
eight years than we have had in our four.  However, did it undertake similar measures?  No.  It raised taxes in 
five out of eight budgets, and the Leader of the Opposition has the dubious honour of being a person who 
introduced a new tax - he broke an election promise to do it, by the way - the gold royalty.  In eight years the 
coalition abolished - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You’ve forgotten the premium property tax, have you? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have completely forgotten about it.  That is ancient history, my friend, and a mistake that 
will never be repeated.  In eight years the coalition abolished only two taxes, and the abolition of those two taxes 
took effect in the Gallop Government’s first year in office.  Therefore, the incoming Government had to pay for 
the only two taxes that the coalition abolished. 

We have cut stamp duty.  We are the first Government in decades to cut stamp duty.  The coalition had huge 
revenue windfalls, but even when it got those revenue windfalls, it never cut conveyance duty.  In fact, while it 
was in office, if we standardise the total impact of its changes to taxes and royalties on a common dollar basis to 
take account of inflation, the impact of its tax changes over eight years was $438 million per annum.  We have 
done the same assessment for this Government.  The impact of our changes on a net basis is $289 million per 
annum.  As I have advised this House before, both sides of politics - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  On a net basis? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  On a net basis. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Don’t be absurd.  Let me remind you of the increases - 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Treasury has done the analysis of the coalition Government’s - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the second time.  
I warn the Leader of the Opposition.  The Treasurer is making his contribution.  I believe the Leader of the 
Opposition has already made his. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have had Treasury analyse the net impact of the coalition’s tax increases on a standard 
dollar basis and compared it with the net impact of ours.  The result is that the coalition’s impact was 
$438 million per annum; Labor’s impact is $289 million per annum.  The Leader of the Opposition always fails 
to take into account the tax cuts in the last budget.  He just ignores the fact that we cut taxes in the last budget.  
However, he ignores another thing.  Yes, I believe the impact of stamp duty on people must be taken account of.  
However, I will say this - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Warren-Blackwood and the member for Dawesville to order as 
well. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Stamp duty is a tax that people pay when they buy a house or a car.  They also pay stamp duty 
on insurance, and that is an annual charge.  However, most people do not buy a house every year.  On average, 
people move about once every seven years, so they pay stamp duty about once in seven years.  They buy a car - I 
do not know - probably, on average, once in every several years, and that is when they pay the stamp duty on the 
purchase of a motor vehicle.  Perhaps it is a longer period than that.  However, every year they pay electricity 
and water charges, public transport fares, motor vehicle registration fees, drivers’ licence fees and third party 
motor vehicle insurance premiums.  We have kept those charges under control.  If the impact of our policies is 
compared with the impact of the coalition’s policies, in real terms that basket of household charges went up $296 
during the last four years of the coalition Government.  In real terms, under our Government, it has gone down 
by $86.  While I acknowledge the argument about stamp duty, I also believe that we must take account of the 
taxes, charges and fees that people pay every couple of months, and certainly every year, and we have kept those 
under control.  
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We have poured extra funding into health, education, police, disability services and community development.  In 
those key areas, we are spending the equivalent of the cost of the New MetroRail project every year in additional 
funding in health, education, law and order, and community support.  We have not ruled out further tax relief.  
However, whatever decisions we make will be fully funded and fully costed, based on a credible financial plan.  
The Leader of the Opposition, on the other hand, has a promise for every person.  He has a promise for every 
group in the community.  However, he has no credible financial plan and nothing that is even able to be costed 
on the question of tax cuts.  He has no commitment to balanced budgets and no commitment to not privatise 
Western Power or its power stations.  He has no commitment to keep household fees and charges below 
inflation, and he has not ruled out sacking public sector workers.  If the Leader of the Opposition wants to talk 
about tax and expenditure, he must have a credible financial plan, not just a promise for everyone, and until he 
has a credible financial plan, I do not think anyone will pay much attention to him. 
I will deal very quickly with the other issue that was raised.  The Leader of the Opposition left us a real mess 
with the privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  I am actually very angry at what that man 
left to us.  We have had to deal with the consequences of that botched privatisation over the entire period of our 
Government.  He sold the pipeline - a vital piece of infrastructure for our State’s future - to private interests 
without a watertight obligation on them to expand the pipeline. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Yes, there is. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No, there is not.  If there were, it would have been expanded to meet the needs of Western 
Power.  There is not.  That was not the case.  He left us with a piece of infrastructure in private hands without the 
requirement for it to be expanded to meet the State’s needs.  I can well remember the scenes from the 1990s - the 
clinking of the champagne glasses as the Leader of the Opposition toasted the privatisation of the pipeline, and 
later on he toasted the privatisation of AlintaGas, in breach of an election promise.  He left us in a position in 
which private interests could hold us hostage as a result of his pipeline deal.  When his pipeline deal went pear 
shaped, the community of Western Australia paid because it did not have access to the gas required for its 
electricity supply, and it did not have access to the gas required for the State’s economic development.  The 
coalition’s solution was to break the law that it introduced, break the agreement that it signed with every other 
State in the country and somehow get in and do a grubby hands-on little tariff deal with the owners of the 
pipeline, in breach of the law that it introduced.   
I make no apology for the fact that we have moved in to clean up the mess left to us by the Leader of the 
Opposition to ensure that there is sufficient gas to secure our electricity supply and our economic development.  
It is going ahead at an enormous rate, nearly seven per cent a year.  We want to keep it going.  Securing 
electricity supply and cleaning up the mess left to us by the failed Leader of the Opposition is an important part 
of ensuring that future economic growth.  I totally reject the motion.   

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee - Minister for Education and Training) [4.21 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker -  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, Leader of the Opposition!  I am trying to give the call to 
the Minister for Education and Training.  I call you to the order for the third time.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It is almost incredible that the Leader of the Opposition would seek to lecture people on 
this side of Parliament on financial manage or economic credibility.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the National Party!  The minister has been on his feet for barely 30 
seconds and already you are interjecting on him.  I ask you to let him get to his feet and put forward his 
arguments.  I call you to order for the second time.   
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  What we saw under the previous Government when the Leader of the Opposition was a 
minister was hopeless financial mismanagement in his portfolios.  I was left to deal with the mess he left in the 
education portfolio because he paid no attention to that portfolio whatsoever.   
From the other side of Parliament I observed the process that led to the privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury 
natural gas pipeline.  It was classic mismanagement and classic bungling.  In bungling the privatisation, the 
Leader of the Opposition put a strategic state monopoly asset at risk.  There were examples all over the world of 
that sort of process of bungled privatisation.  The Leader of the Opposition is a perfect example of what 
happened.  The member for Cottesloe’s whole economic basis was drawn from Governments that privatised 
during the 1980s.  At that time privatisation was the way to go.  It was done in Britain.  Thatcherisation in 
Britain led to a privatisation process that, in many cases, had the same result.  It also happened in New Zealand 
and other places in Australia.  When the Leader of the Opposition was a minister he sold the asset for far too 
much to a buyer who could not sustain it on the price paid.  I recall the arguments that were made to the Leader 
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of the Opposition at the time, telling him that that was happening.  After a short period the buyer typically said 
that it needed to increase the price of access to the asset because it could not match the returns it was getting.  
That happened in many places all over the world, and it was brought to the Leader of the Opposition’s attention 
during debate at the time.  As a result, there was pressure on Governments that sold such assets to act and 
override the regulator.  That is what the Leader of the Opposition was advocating.  He was advocating overriding 
the regulator, and that was classic mismanagement of the privatisation of a monopoly asset.  It happened in many 
other places in the world, yet he followed the example.   

The Leader of the Opposition is a poor financial manager.  When I picked up the education portfolio, I was 
astonished by the legacy he left me.  If anybody else overspent or blew the budget in the way he mismanaged the 
education budget, there would be a scandal.  He overspent by hundreds of million of dollars.  The truth of his 
financial incapacity was laid bare by the former Under Treasurer, who is now the Chief Executive Officer of the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia.  It will be interesting to see what attitude he takes in 
the next election.  Mr Langoulant wrote to the Premier and Treasurer, Richard Court, expressing concern about 
the performance of the education minister.  His letter reads -  

•  Individual Ministers and Cabinet Sub-Committees proposing and endorsing proposals which are 
not consistent with agreed and promulgated government policy.  Current examples are the wage 
outcomes agreed for teachers . . .  

Can members imagine us behaving that way when negotiating wage outcomes?  Mr Langoulant went on to 
state -  
Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Warren-Blackwood!  I have asked you before to not interject and 
to let the minister get on with his speech.  I call you to order for the third time.   
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  He continues -  

•  Individual Ministers proposing, and Cabinet endorsing, expenditure proposals with no regard to the 
state of the overall budget and with no examination or consideration of existing budgetary capacity 
within a portfolio.  Examples include . . . the Education Minister’s announcements on matters such 
as reduced class sizes which are not funded.   

On the one hand there are teachers’ salaries and then there are reduced class sizes unfunded.  I picked up the tens 
of millions of dollars of unfunded liability that the minister left because he had no idea how to financially 
manage that portfolio.  Fancy having him, with that incapacity, in charge of privatising key strategic state assets!  
No wonder we are confronted with this situation.  
The letter continues -  

•  Individual Ministers attempting to capture the budget process by seeking in-principle approval for 
significant expenditure programs before the annual budget process begins and often before the 
current budget has passed through the Parliament.  A classic example is the current proposal by the 
Minister for Education to expand the Local Area Education Planning initiative . . .  

He goes on to cite other examples of the behaviour and performance of the member for Cottesloe in his role as 
the Minister for Education.  It is an appalling record.  It is a joke that we are being confronted with this attitude 
from the member for Cottesloe. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I move -  

To delete all words after “House” with a view to inserting the following words -  

calls on the Gallop Labor Government to continue its good management of the State’s finances 
that this year provided further tax relief and record low state debt without resorting to the 
botched privatisations of the previous coalition Government.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.27 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker, 
I know that you, in your capacity as the member for Joondalup, have expressed publicly strong interest on behalf 
of your constituents for the Gallop Labor Government’s increases in taxes and charges.  I remind you, in a 
positive way, that it is possible for you to participate and vote in this debate by simply calling in the Speaker.  I 
have checked, on your behalf, that the Speaker is available if you want to vote and stand up for your community 
in that way.  Essentially, that is one of the key things I will touch on in a moment.   
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We still have not had an answer to one of the most important questions.  The Government will give away 
$110 million of taxpayers’ money on behalf of taxpayers.  However, we do not know why.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It has to collect it and then it will give it away.  It is two steps, and that is even worse.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The fact that it will take an extra $110 million taxation revenue from Western 
Australian families, small businesses and enterprises and the farming community throughout the State and then 
hand it back is even worse.  However, we do not know what for, because the Government will not give us any 
indication.  Members on this side have suggested that the $110 million will pay for blue sky.  Does that not 
remind members of WA Inc days?  Does that not remind them of the corrupt Labor Government dealings of 
those days?  It certainly does for members on this side of the House.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The same players are there.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Exactly.  The same players are involved and the same smell is emanating.  We 
have a golden opportunity to act because we know that there is enormous concern in Labor ranks about the 
extent of the impact of the Labor Party’s increase in taxes and charges on families and small businesses 
throughout the State.  Two backbenchers - the member for Joondalup and the member for Innaloo, who will be 
the candidate for Mindarie - have gone public on this matter.  As quoted in The West Australian on 15 October, 
the member for Joondalup said -  

I certainly hope there will be relief, particularly in stamp duty . . .  

And that -  

the Government should be looking at tax relief across the board and look at how we structure our taxes.   

The article also states - 

Labor MLA John Quigley, who will seek re-election in the new marginal seat of Mindarie, urged 
colleagues yesterday to approve tax cuts.   

All Labor backbench members should put their money where their mouth is right now.  The members for 
Bunbury, Geraldton and Albany should put their money where their mouth is right now, because this motion is 
their opportunity to stand up for their constituents.  

The way this motion is structured is very simple.  In the principal motion the Opposition has said that the 
Government should give the $110 million tax break to families and small businesses throughout the State instead 
of to the big end of town - to one big consortium.  We do not like the amendment that the Government has 
moved, so I will move a further amendment to delete all words after “calls” and insert instead “supports tax 
relief for families and small business instead of WA Inc style preferential treatment of one large private 
consortium”.  Here is the opportunity for the member for Joondalup and the candidate for Mindarie to stand up 
for their constituents, as opposed to toeing the Labor Party line in the way that normally happens.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  An amendment to delete words and insert other words has 
already been moved.  The member is seeking to move a further amendment.  I will put the question that the 
words to be deleted be deleted and then I will put the substantive motion.  Then we can consider the further 
amendment.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I thank you for that clarification, Mr Acting Speaker.  It is very simple.  If 
Labor members support the deletion of the principal words of the motion - that is, the words put forward by the 
Opposition - they will support the $110 million preferential deal for a private consortium.  They will be opposing 
the giving of $110 million of tax relief to families and small businesses throughout the State, including those in 
their electorates.  I put on the record for backbench members - namely, the members for Bunbury, Albany, 
Geraldton, Riverton, Swan Hills, Wanneroo and Joondalup; the candidate for Collie-Wellington, who is 
currently the member for Collie; and the candidate for Mindarie, who is now the member for Innaloo - that this is 
their opportunity to stand up for the people who live in their electorates.  If they do not vote with the Liberal and 
National Parties on this matter, they will have let down their constituents significantly because they will be 
toeing the Labor Party line.  They will be supporting high taxes instead of standing up for their local 
communities.  Here is their opportunity right now.   

Amendment (words to be deleted) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (22) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr W.J. McNee Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr A.D. Marshall Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr M.G. House Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.J. Birney 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr R.N. Sweetman 

Amendment thus passed. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  The question now is that the words to be inserted be inserted. 

Amendment on the Amendment 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.37 pm]:  I move -  

To delete all words after “calls” and insert -  

supports tax relief for families and small business instead of WA Inc style preferential 
treatment of one large private consortium.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [4.37 pm]:  The amendment moved by the member for 
Mitchell is again grandstanding and overlooks the total mismanagement by the Liberal Party when it was in 
power, and that is something that this Government is fixing.  Although the start of the amendment suggests tax 
relief, we know that the Liberal Party’s problem is being fixed by this Government to the benefit of consumers 
and the people of this State.  It is not an extra cost; it is a cheaper way out of the mess we were left by the Leader 
of the Opposition, who engaged in this botched privatisation.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The question now is that the words to be deleted from the amendment of the Minister 
for Education and Training be deleted. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.38 pm]:  I think I have one minute in which to speak.  I was not going to 
speak on this motion because we had a fairly fine time line.  I want to say a few words in the remaining 54 
seconds.  It must be a matter of deja vu for government ministers in the Chamber today, many of whom were 
WA Inc players and saw all the corruption of the previous Labor Government.   
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Minister for Tourism should not try to stitch me up.  My name is not Mickelberg, and 
neither is it Ripley.  He should be ashamed of himself for voting with the Government for a WA Inc style 
situation.  He is not looking after the battlers in Western Australia; he is looking after big business.  This is a 
$100 million bribe that will end up in American banks predominantly.  That is where it will end up.  All 
backbenchers opposite should think about it, as we will tell the people in their electorates how they vote on the 
motion today.  Most people voted Liberal in 1993 because they could not stand the stench of WA Inc.  

Amendment put and division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (22) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr W.J. McNee Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr A.D. Marshall Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr M.G. House Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr M.J. Birney Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr R.N. Sweetman Dr G.I. Gallop     

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived. 

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

Amendment (words to be inserted) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 
 


