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BUSINESS TAX REVIEW (TAXING) BILL (NO. 2) 2003 
Cognate Debate 

On motion by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Housing and Works), resolved - 

That leave be granted for the Business Tax Review (Assessment) Bill (No. 2) 2003 and the Business 
Tax Review (Taxing) Bill (No. 2) 2003 to be debated cognately. 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 9 September. 
HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [12.50 pm]:  The Bills contain amendments to abolish a number of 
taxes.  They will amend the Stamp Act 1921, the Taxation Administration Act 2003, the Debits Tax Assessment 
Act 2002, the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002, the Land Tax Act 2002 and the Pay-roll Tax Act 2002. 

The Liberal Party will not oppose this legislation, as overall it will be of benefit to taxpayers.  However, some 
aspects of the Bills cause a little concern and require further examination.  It must be noted that the legislation 
relating to taxation changes should be seen in a broader context.  Parts of these amendments that the Liberal 
Party supports are due directly to John Howard’s federal taxation reform.  The Labor Party never misses an 
opportunity to attack the federal Government, John Howard and the goods and services tax.  However, it is clear 
that many of the tax reductions contained in these Bills are a direct result of federal government policy and have 
nothing to do with this Gallop Government’s administration or fiscal policy. 

I will digress slightly from the major parts of the Bills and talk about tax reform in this State, because this is part 
of the overall policy of this Government.  We all know that the Gallop Government was elected on the promise 
that it would not increase taxes and that it would be a compassionate Government.  The amendments in this 
legislation, as part of the review of the State’s business taxes, do not make up for the dramatic increase in 
taxation under this Labor Government.  The promise by Premier Gallop not to increase taxation has been broken 
on many occasions; in fact, it has been broken in three consecutive budgets, but he has made no apology to the 
taxpayers of Western Australia.  The three consecutive budgets of the Gallop Government have all increased 
taxes.  The 2003 budget, in particular, was bad news for families, particularly for those who are trying to buy a 
home.  The increase of 15 per cent in stamp duty on house purchases, in addition to the previous increase, is 
quite disgraceful.  It is all very well to talk about percentages, but that does not mean much to the people in the 
community who must pay these taxes.  It is worthwhile to look at the cost of homes and what those percentages 
mean to them.   
A young couple who purchase a $200 000 home will have to pay roughly $7 300 in stamp duty.  That is an 
increase of some $900 on last year’s stamp duty.  That increase will cause extreme hardship to families who are 
trying to buy their first home.  I recall the Treasurer, Hon Eric Ripper, saying on radio that all people needed to 
do was ask the bank for an increase in their loan.  Some of us who understand compound interest know that 
interest must be paid on that amount.  Let us take a couple in Clarkson, for instance.  They may have bought a 
home for about $270 000.  On that amount they must pay $10 800 in stamp duty.  If they borrow that money, 
which the honourable Treasurer suggested they do, the loan will blow out to some $24 000 over a 25-year period 
at an interest rate of, say, 7.5 per cent.  It is therefore not a simple task of people borrowing the money; they 
must pay it back.  That is the effect of this Government’s increase in stamp duty.  The figures I have used are not 
speculative.  It is a cold, hard fact that the Gallop Government is a high-taxing Government that targets people 
who cannot afford these extra expenses.   

It is interesting to note a national report released earlier this year titled “Effect of State Taxes on Insurance for 
Small Business” dated July 2003 and published by Trowbridge Deloitte.  The report referred to the taxation 
burden on small business and, in part, states - 

The issue of cost of insurance therefore appears to be a significant driver into its take up and to a lesser 
degree its availability.  In terms of the demographics, it is our understanding that the effect of insurance 
premiums on the smallest of businesses - in terms of affordability and availability - is relatively of 
greater significance than for the larger. 

Western Australia is full of small businesses that are finding it very tough at the moment to make a quid.  The 
table in appendix 1 in the report indicates the impact of government taxes on a basic business insurance premium 
of $100.  Western Australia and Victoria are the most expensive and, in country regions, Western Australia is the 
second most expensive.  The difference between the most expensive and the least expensive is in the region of 
30 per cent.  It is 54.88 per cent in Western Australia and 21 per cent in the Australian Capital Territory, which is 
the same as the Northern Territory.  The Gallop Government, therefore, is responsible for the highest rate in 
Australia of taxation on insurance premiums for metropolitan small businesses.  The impact of successive 
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increases in stamp duty has had a massive effect on Western Australia’s business sector and illustrates just how 
out of touch this Gallop Government is with small business.   

There is also the issue of the delay that people are experiencing in building their home.  As we know, there is a 
dramatic shortage of bricks.  I heard on the radio this morning that it is unlikely the brick industry will get back 
to the routine of fulfilling orders until late February or March 2004.  That delay could have a dramatic effect on 
people who have bought land and are ready to build, because they will be caught up in the land tax scheme.  I 
asked a question in the House about whether this Government had thought of a way to address this problem.  
Young couples who bought land prior to 30 June 2003 and who have gone through the building approval 
procedures, which take several months, could find that it is well over 12 months before building commences.  
They will be hit therefore, first, by stamp duty and, secondly, by land tax.  It is grossly unfair that young couples 
struggling to buy land and build their first home will be taxed by this Government because of a delay in getting 
bricks, and I hope the Government will look at this matter.  I understand that a provision in the Act allows the 
director to give people some relief on land tax, possibly on compassionate grounds. 

It was interesting to read the “2002-03 Government Financial Results Report” published in September.  It is 
probably the first report I have read from cover to cover, although I must admit I did not read it in one go, as it is 
a little tedious.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

[Continued on page 12559.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


