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TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 4 May. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [8.53 pm]:  The opposition has read and studied in great depth 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2005, which is described as - 

A Bill for 

An Act to authorise the Treasurer to make certain payments and advances and to specify a limit 
for the payments and advances so authorised for the financial year commencing on 1 July 2005, 
and to amend the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Act 2004 . . .  

This Bill is introduced into the Parliament on an annual basis.  The long title is usually such that it authorises the 
Treasurer to make certain payments and advances for the forthcoming financial year.  This particular Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill contains an addition in so much that clause 7 invites the house to consider increasing 
the amount that was agreed to last year for the Treasurer Advance Authorisation Act 2004 from $300 million to 
$750 million.  That is an addition in the balance of the current financial year, as limited in time as it is, of 
$450 million. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I hope it doesn’t signify it has been spent without authorisation. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  We will certainly deal with that possibility in due course.  I signal to the house that this 
bill, apart from seeking authorisation for the forthcoming financial year, also includes an amount of $450 million 
in addition to the TAA for 2004.  The minister can tell us in due course whether the money has been spent.  I 
suspect that the money has not been spent, but that a commitment has been given in respect of the proposed 
expenditure.  If the money has been spent, the government should be rolling up its kitbag now, as it would be in 
fundamental breach of the Constitution.  

Hon Peter Foss:  If it were an obligation to be incurred, that would be just as much an offence. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The minister will tell us in due course whether the expense has been incurred. 

Hon Peter Foss:  The last time this happened was under WA Inc. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Indeed.  It was something to do with the Swan Building Society I recall.  However, that 
was a long time ago, but it is not to say that the mistake might not have been repeated. 

I am interested in due course to make inquiries in respect of the additional $450 million for this financial year 
because the 2005-06 budget is about to be brought down for the forthcoming financial year.  I understand the 
2005-06 budget is to be introduced into the other place in about a week.  Therefore, one would ask why the 
government wants to expend an additional $450 million this financial year rather than include it in the 
forthcoming budget and deal with it in the next financial year.  The answer may be that the government is rolling 
in money and does not want a huge surplus being carried forward; therefore, money will be spent in this 
financial year to reduce the huge amount of money available to the government at this stage of the year. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It’s not all bad, surely.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No; it is not all bad.  It is good to think that we have money.  However, I will ask the 
minister later where the money came from.  We are dealing with taxpayers’ money, not the government’s 
money.  The government is merely the custodian of taxpayers’ money. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Absolutely. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will show the minister that Western Australia is the second highest taxing state in 
Australia.  I am not surprised the government has this surplus available to it, and that it is trying to spend money.  
It is interesting that the government has so much money that it has to get rid of it in this financial year rather than 
admit - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It’s excellent economic management! 

Hon Peter Foss:  Miscalculation and overtaxing, that’s what it’s called! 

Hon Bill Stretch:  It is extortion.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  It will be interesting to see in the budget in a week whether increases in taxes are 
made. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  I bet it will not be used for road funding in the country. 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I can guarantee that.  Hon Paddy Embry would probably argue that the $450 million 
proposed to be spent on various items should have been applied to road funding in the country in general terms.  
I am sure Hon Paddy Embry will take a great interest in how the money is spent in due course. 
I indicate that the opposition will support the $300 million that has been requested for the forthcoming financial 
year.   
Hon Peter Foss:  Provided it is not a cover-up for expenditure that has already occurred.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  No, that is the $300 million for next year.  The $450 million that is to be applied during 
the 2004-05 financial year is a different matter, and we will need to hear the comments of the minister to 
determine whether we are able to support that additional expenditure.  The second reading speech provides some 
indication of what the extra $450 million is required for.  For instance, $97 million is required to deliver key 
initiatives in the health sector.  The government comments that that includes waiting list initiatives and 
emergency demand management in public hospitals, and the government’s mental health package.  An additional 
$94 million is required to address essential school building maintenance and, according to the government, other 
important initiatives in the education sector.  An amount of $88 million of the $450 million is to be applied as 
financial assistance on the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline, which the government says will 
facilitate the timely expansion of the pipeline to deliver the gas needed to power economic growth in this state.  
Another $57 million is required by way of a grant to Edith Cowan University for the purchase of crown land at 
the Churchlands campus site.  Hon Paddy Embry may be interested to hear that $48 million of the $450 million 
is required for additional local government road grants to accelerate roadworks on regional road projects.  I 
cannot tell the member what the projects are, but perhaps the minister will be able to do so in due course. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  A small percentage.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It is about 10 per cent.  As Hon Paddy Embry indicated earlier, it is a pity that the 
whole $450 million will not be spent on country roads generally, where it would be gobbled up without too 
much trouble.  Another $40 million will be used to establish a fund to consolidate resources available across the 
public sector for native title claim settlements.  Those amounts add up to $424 million.  The total additional 
amount sought is $450 million.  Those items were stated in very general terms in the second reading speech.  I 
say to the minister now that the opposition will consider its position on the $450 million, and will require a 
breakdown of the particular amounts.  If the minister thinks that that is not necessary, clearly she is not on top of 
this portfolio.  She has had plenty of time to produce -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It’s my first bill.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Is it the minister’s first bill?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Absolutely.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is good.  We will use this bill as a learning experience for the Minister for 
Education and Training to show her what is expected of a minister when handling the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill.  The former minister who handled this portfolio, and did so particularly well, was always 
prepared.  He always had that sort of detail available because he knew that the opposition would not agree to a 
figure like $450 million without some substantiation for that type of payment.  I know that the minister is 
smiling in agreement - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Well, you don’t expect me to cry, do you?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Not at this stage of the game!  However, I do expect her to cry if we do not agree to 
clause 7, because she would have to explain that! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You can block supply.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No, not at all.  What we are saying to the minister is that that extra amount would be 
more properly included in the 2005 budget, which will be handed down in a week’s time.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order, members!  Only one member has the call, and that is 
Hon George Cash.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  And I am trying to use the unlimited time that is available to me.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Perhaps Hon George Cash should not seek the assistance of other members to do 
that.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree, Madam Deputy President.  I will not seek anyone’s assistance.   
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I make it clear that the opposition requires substantiation of those amounts.  The second reading speech goes on 
to say that it is important to note that a number of these items are one-off in nature and will not commit the state 
to unsustainable future expenditure.  I would like to know what the minister means by “one-off in nature” and 
why those words have been used.  The second reading speech goes on to state -  

In addition, amounts totalling around $250 million are budget-neutral and are included for technical 
authorisation purposes.   

Again, I would like to know what the phrase “technical authorisation purposes” means or is intended to mean, 
because quite clearly that will be important as the opposition considers its position on these issues.   

I said earlier that I am not surprised that the government has this sort of money available to it.  The house will be 
aware that the Australian Bureau of Statistics recently published certain figures, and those figures show that this 
state Labor government slugged each Western Australian an extra $364 in tax in the past financial year, and that 
in itself was a 17 per cent increase on the previous year.  When those figures are analysed against those in the 
other states and territories, we find that that particular increase is the largest of them all.  We can see from those 
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures that in 2002-03, the amount of tax extracted from each person in Western 
Australia was $2 139, and that was increased to $2 503 in just 12 months.  If we go back to when Labor first 
came to power in 2001, we see that the additional amount of tax that is now extracted from each and every 
Western Australian is $617.  That is a lot of money from every man, woman and child in Western Australia.  
That is the reason that the current government was, over its first four years, able to extract in excess of $1 billion 
in additional taxes and charges from the people of Western Australia.  It is interesting, because often the 
government invites us to consider the position in the eastern states, and it often makes mileage out of the fact that 
other states charge more.  At the moment, the only eastern state that is beating Western Australia is Victoria.  It 
holds the mantle as the highest taxing state per capita in Australia, but it is closely followed by Western 
Australia.  We wanted to see some of this money used to start abolishing taxes rather than for them to be 
increased.  We have spoken before in this house about the impact of stamp duty on the purchase of a house and 
the way in which that impacts on younger people trying to buy a house.  Clearly, the government still has not 
heard that message.  It is interesting that the government heard the message when the people made their 
comments nice and loud about the premium property tax.  It certainly worked that one out pretty quickly.  
However, the government still has not recognised the message from the battlers, who have to pay this additional 
stamp duty.  I recall that when we were talking about the premium property tax, which was about four years ago, 
I said that it is not as hard for a person to pay stamp duty on a multimillion-dollar house as it is for someone to 
pay stamp duty on a house worth, say, $150 000 or $200 000.  The impact on individuals is far greater when they 
are of moderate means than it is when they can buy a multimillion-dollar house.  I am sure that the minister 
would accept that some of the houses in Cottesloe, for instance, are worth millions of dollars; whereas in the 
northern areas of my electorate, where I have to talk to young people and listen to their comments about the 
burden that has been imposed on them, the houses are of a more moderate price.  Certainly, the people are of 
more moderate means.  I know that Hon Ray Halligan has been faced with the same proposition that I have been 
faced with on many occasions.  He has been the opposition’s spokesman on housing for many years and was 
approached on numerous occasions about that particular burden.   

In respect of taxation per capita, it is interesting to look at the 2000-01 figures and work them through to 2003-
04, which is the period of the first four years of this Labor Government.  In the first year, 2000-01, Western 
Australians were taxed at $1 886 per capita.  In New South Wales at that time taxes were $2 374 per capita, 
which was a significant increase on what was occurring in Western Australia.  In the next year, 2001-02, the 
Western Australian Labor Government put up taxes to $1 908 per capita, compared with New South Wales at 
$2 338 per capita.  In the following year, 2002-03, the Western Australian Labor Government put up taxes to 
$2 139 per capita, getting closer to New South Wales at $2 476 per capita.  In 2003-04, tax in Western Australia 
increased from $2 139 to $2 503 per capita.  We just about caught up to New South Wales; it was extracting only 
$2 597 per capita.  We certainly beat Victoria, because in 2003-04 our tax per capita at $2 503 was certainly well 
above Victoria’s at $2 455.  That may not sound like very much, but, as the Minister for Education well knows, 
when parents are trying to buy shoes, clothes and books, and all the other things that are required so that their 
kids can go to school, it is a significant burden.   

I appreciate the fact that the Department of Treasury and Finance has provided me, and no doubt other members, 
with a publication titled “Overview of State Taxes Western Australia 2004-05”.  The matters that I was dealing 
with earlier go up to 2003-04.  This publication is dated March 2005.  The publication details some astounding 
situations that have occurred.  One example is payroll tax.  Members will know that this government in its first 
four-year period significantly increased payroll tax in Western Australia.  Towards the last election, there was a 
slight reduction in payroll tax.  However, in real terms, an employer in Western Australia with an annual payroll 
of $10 million would be up for $508 750 in payroll tax, whereas an employer in Victoria would be up for 
$496 125 and an employer in Queensland would be up for $475 000.  The amount of payroll tax is significantly 
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less in those other states.  On an annual payroll of $20 million, the average tax rate is 5.29 per cent in Western 
Australia, 4.75 per cent in Victoria and only 5.11 per cent in Victoria.  The increases in payroll tax in Western 
Australia have been significant.  We all know that payroll tax is a tax on employment.  It is an unjustifiable 
disincentive to employers to employ people within their business operations.  It is interesting to see how much 
payroll tax collections have been worth to Western Australia over recent years.  In 2001-02 the government 
raised $900 million in payroll tax.  That represented a 9.3 per cent nominal change over the previous year, or a 
6.4 per cent change in real terms.  In the next year, 2002-03, there was an 11.5 per cent increase in nominal 
terms, or an 8.5 per cent increase in real terms.  In 2003-04 - we are talking about payroll tax, that disincentive to 
employers - there was a 13.5 per cent increase in nominal terms, or a 11.2 per cent increase in real terms.  Of 
course, we have just seen the slight reduction that the government has brought in, so that in 2004-05 the 
estimated change in nominal terms will be 3.9 per cent, or 1.34 per cent in real terms.  As I work through this 
publication, which is provided by the government, the only good news I see is that at least the debits tax will be 
abolished as at 1 July this year.  That, of course, was dealt with in a bill in this house some time ago. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That’s due to us. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It was, in fact, due to the intergovernmental agreement between the states and the 
commonwealth some time ago, which we will deal with in due course.  However, it will cost the state 
$96 million to bring that into effect come 1 July. 

One thing we have noticed about this government is that it is very big on telling everybody which taxes are to be 
abolished, notwithstanding the fact that the debits tax brings into the state only $96 million a year.  However, in 
the next tax, which is stamp duty on insurance policies, the percentage on insurance policy premiums in Western 
Australia is 10 per cent, whereas in New South Wales it is only five per cent.  That is a huge increase. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It is also very bad policy. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Indeed, but it is one of those hidden taxes that the government is able to impose and 
have the clients of insurance companies blame the insurance companies for the increase. 

The next tax is stamp duty on mortgages.  Again, we urge the government to get rid of stamp duty on mortgages 
as there is no need for it.  The stamp duty on a mortgage of $500 000 in Western Australia is $2 000. 

Hon Peter Foss:  How much a year? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It is $2 000 on a $500 000 mortgage.  In Tasmania it is $1 740; that is, 12.5 per cent 
less. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It is almost piracy. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Piracy, yes.  Some comments have been made about Treasurer Ripper, given his 
name - ripping off the people.  If his name started with B, he would be known as the bandit or something.   

Hon John Fischer:  Ripper the bandit! 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Ripper the bandit.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  I think the member is again encouraging participation from 
members. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I was, in fact, Madam Deputy President.  I was afraid that the minister was not 
listening to me.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I was.  

Hon Paddy Embry:  I think she was all ears when the Treasurer was mentioned. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  My word.  I certainly was not reflecting on the Treasurer as a person.   

Hon Peter Foss:  He is very approachable. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  He is a very approachable person, even though I do not agree with his taxing policy, 
especially when it comes to stamp duty on motor vehicle licences; the amount charged in Western Australia is an 
absolute joke. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I think we should abolish this publication! 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The minister is right in saying that she thinks we should abolish this publication - right, 
if it is her intention to not provide adequate information to the Parliament and to the people.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I intend to. 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Let me remind the minister, as I will when we deal with the Financial Administration 
and Audit Act, of what the 1992 royal commission said about the provision of information to the Parliament.  If 
the minister is unsure, she should have a look under the heading of accountability, as that is where she will find 
it.  There are very significant reasons why the royal commissioners in their report said that the Parliament and 
the people were entitled to that information so that they could make reasoned judgments on what was going on.  
The abolition of reports for the purpose of keeping people in the dark is exactly what the royal commissioners 
were trying to avoid.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I am just saying that you are relying very heavily on this one report.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  All I say to the Minister for Education and Training is that before we get to the 
Financial Administration and Audit Act, she should read that report because I will be using it.  I believe that the 
abolition of the reports that she is proposing in that legislation is the first step in avoiding - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You obviously haven’t read that act very carefully. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Which act; the Financial Administration and Audit Act? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are in contradiction with the view of the Auditor General.  So you know more 
than the Auditor General?  Okay, that’s fine, we will deal with that when we get there.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have been dealing with the Financial Administration and Audit Act for much longer 
than the Minister for Education and Training has.  In fact, I do not think that, before she was given her portfolio, 
the Minister for Education and Training even knew the Financial Administration and Audit Act existed.  She 
could not have spelt the first word; she has been caught out.  All I am saying is that, quite clearly, she has not 
read the bill.  She does not understand the impact that it will have if it becomes law.  That is why I said the 
opposition would not support it.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is your prerogative.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It is our prerogative, but I want the minister to understand why the opposition will 
exercise that prerogative: it is so that we maintain some semblance of accountability in Western Australia.   

I refer to stamp duty on selected motor vehicles.  A vehicle that costs, say, $30 000 in Western Australia would 
incur $1 500 stamp duty.  That is a lot of money in addition to the cost of the vehicle.  In Queensland, the stamp 
duty on the same vehicle would be $600.  It is $1 500 in Western Australia and $600 in Queensland.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  I will be going to Queensland soon.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The point is, some people travel interstate to buy their vehicles, especially heavy-duty 
vehicles because of the significant saving they can make.  

Hon Paddy Embry interjected.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Exactly.  People can fund their trip to Queensland with the huge saving. 

Hon Paddy Embry interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Fair enough.  All Hon Paddy Embry needs to do is buy a vehicle and he can pay his 
way there.  An $80 000 vehicle incurs stamp duty in WA of $5 200, whereas in Queensland the stamp duty is 
$1 600.  That is a huge difference.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Say that again.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Let me say it again.  A car worth $80 000 - a nice BMW, the sort of vehicle the 
Minister for Education and Training would probably drive.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Everyone in Cottesloe aspires to drive a BMW.  That is being too general.  Perhaps I 
should say many people in Cottesloe aspire to drive a BMW, and I am sure the minister is one of those people.  

Hon John Fischer interjected.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I feel members might be getting carried away a little here.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so, Mr President.  The BMW for the Minister for Education and Training that 
cost $80 000 would incur $5 200 tax in Western Australia.  Even I would have to say to the Minister for 
Education that she should go to Queensland to buy her BMW because she will have to pay only $1 600 in tax.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You know I am not buying one.  

Hon Peter Foss:  No, because you already have a Caprice, which is the same price.  
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Not everyone in Cottesloe can afford a Caprice.  I say to the minister that the 
government has a long way to go to ease the stamp duty on motor vehicles.  In light of pressure placed on the 
government by the Motor Trade Association of Western Australia and other groups, some reductions have been 
made to tax on heavy vehicles.  However, the government has a long way to go when it comes to the non-heavy 
sector of the motor vehicle industry.  

I refer to other taxes.  Can the minister tell me how much revenue stamp duty on leases is bringing in at this 
stage?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Probably because it was abolished on 1 January 2004.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is why I could not provide the answer.  I was trying to think back to 2004.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Exactly.  That is right.  Stamp duty on cheques was also abolished on 1 January 2004, 
and stamp duty on unquoted marketable securities has been abolished.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  And cheques.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I just referred to cheques.  All the minister has done by her interjection is prove to the 
house that she is not listening.  As soon as I mentioned BMW, the minister went into a daze dreaming about her 
BMW and thought to herself that she would have to buy it in Queensland because that would mean she would 
not have to pay $5 200 in stamp duty; she would pay only $1 600. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  The minister would not be human if she did not think that way.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree, and the fact that the minister is human is the reason I hope that, in due course, 
she will quietly say to the minister she represents - the Treasurer - that something must be done about the stamp 
duty on motor vehicles in Western Australia, because it is too much.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  My comment there was made in jest, as the minister well knows - not my comment 
about the tax, but about the two-car family.  

I make this statement because I am afraid that the minister may go to the Department of Treasury and Finance 
and direct that this publication be abolished and not made public any more.  Appendix 1 of the publication also 
contains useful information.  It sets out a summary of tax changes for 2004-05 in all states and territories.  It just 
shows how far ahead Western Australia is in its taxing regime, compared with other states.  I hope that the 
Minister for Education and Training gets hold of this publication and studies it carefully to see how much work 
needs to be done in the area of reducing taxes and charges in this state.   

Appendix 2 deals with the national tax reform, and the changes that are to be made there.  As I said earlier, that 
came about as a result of the intergovernmental agreement signed by the various Premiers and Chief Ministers 
on 9 April 1999.  I note with interest that the federal government has been taking huge one-page advertisements 
in the newspaper, with the banner headline “Double Tax”.  The advertisements accuse the Western Australian 
government of double dipping in taxation.  The federal government says that Western Australia has obligations 
under the intergovernmental agreement, and that the state is not living up to those obligations.  As a result, not 
only are we paying additional goods and services tax, as was predicted in 1999, but also the government is 
weighing in with all these taxes.  I invite the minister to tell me whether she believes that Western Australia has 
lived up to the obligations it has under the intergovernmental agreement.  Does the minister believe that Western 
Australia is double dipping on this issue? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  As I understand, the commonwealth has revised estimates of national GST revenue, 
and it increased Western Australia’s forecast GST revenue grant by $143 million in 2004-05, and similar 
amounts in the out years.  I think we are living up to our intergovernmental agreement.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Can the minister explain to me how an increase by the commonwealth in GST is in 
itself evidence that Western Australia is living up to the agreement?  The reason there is an increase in the GST 
is the increase in the overall take in the GST right across Australia.  The minister talked about increase, but I will 
tell the house about the earlier projections for GST, and the present projections for GST into the future.  In 
Western Australia’s case, in 2004-05, it was anticipated that we would get $3.635 billion.  That was, in fact, 
$248 million over and above the minimum amount that the federal government guaranteed some years ago.   

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon George Cash has the call, and neither the minister nor Hon Peter Foss has the 
call at the moment, although they often do have it! 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  It seems from the interjection of the minister that she believes we should abolish the 
goods and services tax in Australia.  The comment was that we, meaning the Liberal government when Richard 
Court was Premier, signed up for the GST proposition in the form of the intergovernmental agreement.  Was it 
not a reasonable reform of the taxing system across Australia?  I do not think that the Minister for Education and 
Training fully understands what the intergovernmental agreement is all about.  Has she read the 1999 agreement?  
She has not.  She has not done her homework, and she is the Minister for Education and Training. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is detention for her! 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Absolutely.  There is no doubt that the revenue forecasts for the distribution of GST 
across the states show that Western Australia in particular will gain significantly in this financial year and in 
forthcoming financial years.  I think that the federal government is correct in saying that this government is 
double dipping, but I do not believe the federal government is correct in legal terms in saying that Western 
Australia is not abiding by the agreement.  The agreement that was signed in 1999 provided for state 
governments to review certain taxes that are currently in existence, for example, in Western Australia.  It is only 
because of the massive increases in GST that the federal government now says that rather than reviewing those 
taxes, they should be abolished.  State Treasurer Eric Ripper is correct when he says that the taxes have been 
reviewed.  We say that they have been reviewed but that the review should have provided a clear indication that 
the government was getting all this additional money and that some of those taxes should have been abolished. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It was not a very honest review. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not know how honest the review was, but legally I think that the state discharged 
its obligation.  Morally, when it sees the massive increases in GST revenue that are flowing to this state, it has an 
obligation to start talking about reducing taxes in Western Australia.   

I do not think there is any great need for me to continue to try to demonstrate that this is a very, very high-taxing 
government.  The figures obviously speak for themselves.  There is no need for me to further demonstrate that 
the figures for GST payments have increased more dramatically than was projected by the federal government 
and indeed the state governments.  There is no doubt at all that the state government, because of its revenue-
raising strategies, has not integrated tax reform as part of the revenue-raising agenda and that it has purposely 
kept those two issues separate rather than working them through together.  As a result of that, significant 
increases in state taxes have occurred, to which we can add significant additional GST revenue.  That in fact 
enables the government to spend an additional amount of $450 million in 2004-05 rather than apply the 
$450 million in next week’s budget.  I ask the minister to please provide us with that detail because we are very 
concerned about clause 7 of the bill.  At the moment we are not inclined to support it, because we cannot 
possibly understand why the government is not applying that expenditure to the 2005-06 budget.  With those 
comments, I look forward to the committee stage and the minister’s responses. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [9.34 pm]:  I will not delay the chamber any longer than is necessary.  
Clearly the bill has the support of the opposition. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Qualified support. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes.  The discussion was not necessarily about the bill but about a range of issues 
surrounding the bill, and I guess giving some indication of some items that may be discussed at a later date.  The 
main issue is that there is a list of the significant items that will make up the additional $450 million.  Of course, 
it is a substantial increase from $300 million; it is more than double that amount.  It is always good to see the 
government making a greater commitment to mental health.  However, I certainly hope that the government has 
also listened to the community, and will listen to it, about preventive health and environmental health issues.  I 
am sure that my colleague Hon Giz Watson will have something to say on that in the not too distant future if 
there is any change to the government’s general position.  The government must understand that there needs to 
be a clear direction to ensure that communities are as healthy as possible so that they can avoid those things that 
are preventable.  Expenditures should not be made just at the pointy end of health.  

Expenditure will be required for school building maintenance.  I guess there will be a few more additions to that 
following the insurance claims as a result of the recent storms.  Expenditure is required also on the Dampier to 
Bunbury natural gas pipeline, the grant to the Edith Cowan University, local government road grants and the 
resources for native title claim settlements.  I would not mind a little more detail of some of those major items, 
because some of them involve quite a large amount of money.  Apart from saying that, we will obviously not 
oppose the bill. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [9.36 pm]:  I was intrigued by what the opposition 
spokesperson said about the cost of licensing a vehicle in this state in comparison with the cost in Queensland. 

Hon George Cash:  Stamp duty on a vehicle. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Stamp duty, yes.  Those who have been monitoring some of the questions I have 
been asking will know that it is becoming blatantly obvious that a racket is going on in this state, which allows 
vehicles from Western Australia to be licensed in Queensland, without those vehicles ever going to Queensland 
and going over the pits.  It is interesting that the people involved in that scheme are being prosecuted, fined and 
placed on probation in Queensland, yet there has been no action by this government in any way, shape or form - 

Hon Paddy Embry:  How many have been jailed in Queensland? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Two people have been fined and placed on probation in Queensland.  One was a 
weighbridge operator, and the other was a departmental officer who was actually issuing the illegal registrations.  
It is interesting to note that 167 offences took place in Queensland, which were referred to the police in this state.  
However, no action has been taken in Western Australia against the people who initiated the action from this 
state to acquire the illegal registrations in Queensland to avoid, as I understand it, paying $4 600 stamp duty in 
this state on each of those vehicles. 

Hon George Cash:  It will be interesting to hear what the minister says about that.  It is getting worse and 
worse. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [9.38 pm]:  
Before I give my official reply, I will preface my comments by making a general observation.  I have been a 
member of this Parliament for close to eight years now, and I think it is pretty fair to say that I give as good as I 
get.  However, the one thing that I pride myself on is that I do not get stuck into people’s personal lives. 

Hon Peter Foss:  If you want to say that, I can challenge you on that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  When I hear comments such as, “You’re a member of a two parliamentary 
income family.  You drive a BMW” - 

Hon Peter Foss:  You can’t say that because I happen to know somebody you did give a hard time to. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I put on record that, as a minister, I have not even taken up the opportunity to 
get a new vehicle.  I still drive my old Holden, which has 56 000 kilometres on the clock.  I do not mind a bit of 
biffo and I give as good as I get.  However, some things that are said are totally fictitious.  It has been said that I 
do not know what the FAAA stands for.  Some of the things said are a cheap shot.  As I have got that off my 
chest, I will move on. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Would you like a BMW? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am not interested in a BMW.  The member obviously has an idea of what I 
like and what I do not like.  If that is what preoccupies his thinking, well and good. 

The bill seeks a supplementation of $450 million to the monetary limit of $300 million.  Clearly, the Western 
Australian economy has gone gang busters and there has been record growth in 2003-04 of the order of 7.5 per 
cent.  It is projected to continue, albeit at approximately 4.8 per cent over the next three years.  The growth is 
substantially stronger than other states and territories.  Much of it is on the back of a booming resources sector.  
Following from that sort of growth in key industries, there is a flow-on effect in higher incomes and higher 
levels of domestic consumption.  That results in an increase in domestic demand.  We have increases in 
productivity, consumption, investment and government spending.  We are at the point at which the government 
has foreshadowed expenditure of $450 million in addition to the original $300 million.  The money has not been 
spent.  Hon George Cash is aware that it can be spent only with parliamentary approval through this 
authorisation bill.  In the other house a schedule detailing the break-up of the money was sought and 
subsequently provided by the Treasurer.  Hon George Cash commented that the figures provided in the second 
reading stage totalled $424 million as opposed to the $450 million that is being sought.  Details provided to me 
indicate that assistance for the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury pipeline totals $88 million.  Education and 
training requires a total allocation of - 

Hon George Cash:  We can go through all that at the committee stage.  We want to know why the $88 million is 
to be provided.  The minister refers to “assistance” but she will have to explain what she means by “assistance”. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I can do that during the committee stage.  That is why we have a committee 
stage - so I can go through all that detail.  It is not a problem.  However, I am giving my second reading 
response.  My second reading response covers, in broad terms, a response to the member’s question.  He wants 
to know more of the detail because the four or five global figures that were provided in the second reading 
speech were not satisfactory in the level of detail required by the member.  I am very mindful that the member 
has sought this information.  I am trying to provide additional information that will provide the member with 
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greater comfort and detail.  For example, in the area of health there is an allocation increase of $96.5 million.  
Education services, which primarily consists of a grant to Edith Cowan University for a land purchase in 
Churchlands, is $57.7 million.  The Department of the Premier and Cabinet land and equity fund has an 
allocation of $40 million.  I will not go through the entire schedule.  I am quite happy to provide further detail 
when specific questions are put to me during the committee stage.   

Hon George Cash asked about examples of one-off expenditure.  An allocation of $88 million was made for the 
pipeline financial assistance, $40 million was allocated for a native title settlement and, as I have already 
mentioned, $57 million was allocated for the Edith Cowan University grant.  The member also wanted 
information about the taxes that have been reduced or abolished.  The thrust of his argument was that the 
government has a lot of extra money that has been generated as a result of tax increases.  The member has not 
taken into consideration the economy, which has done particularly well as a result of a number of domestic 
issues and some international issues.  I refer, for example, to the steep rise in the oil price, which has 
substantially boosted petroleum royalties in 2004-05.  The state does not set the world oil price; that is subject to 
international demand and supply for oil. 

Hon George Cash:  Are you recouping the $450 million from the 2005 budget? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The member will get the opportunity to ask me that during the committee 
stage.  The stronger than expected activity in the property market in the first half of 2004-05 has resulted in a 
significant upward revision of the conveyance duty estimates for the current financial year.  The Dampier to 
Bunbury natural gas pipeline was sold in October 2004, which generated stamp duty revenues of $88 million.  
As I said, the revised commonwealth estimates of the national goods and services tax revenue has meant an 
increase in the forecast of Western Australia’s revenues of GST grants by $143 million in 2004-05.  I could 
continue referring to more factors and give the member a total summary.  However, at the end of the day all the 
money goes into the pot and the government must make decisions about how that money is to be appropriated. 

I refer now to the taxes that have been either reduced or abolished.  Hon George Cash has already mentioned 
stamp duty on leases, unlisted marketable securities and cheques, and the review of stamp duty on conveyances 
of non-residential property, mortgage duty and rental duty.  We have abolished the financial institutions duty and 
the bank account debits tax will be abolished as of 1 July 2005.  The government has also abolished stamp duty 
on listed shares, leases and unlisted securities and cheques.  We have reduced the rate of tax on property 
conveyances, land tax and payroll tax, and the exemption on first home owners stamp duty has increased for 
properties up to $250 000. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is a pretty impressive list. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is.  Hon George Cash sits opposite smiling like a Cheshire cat. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order members!  There seems to be an outbreak of interjections. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  They just cannot contain themselves. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is their enthusiasm. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I agree with the honourable member. 

Hon Peter Foss:  The only taxes you abolished are the ones we obliged you to abolish, and the only taxes you 
introduced are the ones you said you would not introduce. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This is very straightforward legislation.  At its heart is whether this house will 
approve the supplementation of $450 million to the monetary limit of the $300 million that was authorised for 
the current financial year.  A very simple question must be asked: will members opposite  approve it or 
disapprove it?  I am not sure that there has been - 
Several members interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We can go into committee on it. 
Several members interjected.   
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members have broken out again.   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I hope that that satisfies members opposite as to why we have found ourselves 
in this particular position of making reductions to ease the tax burden on the general community and of making 
redistributions, which this bill will allow provided that it is approved.  This government’s priority of expenditure 
in the areas of education, health and law and order will be reflected in what it puts back into the community.  
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That has been our priority since 2001, and it will continue to be our priority.  I ask the house to support the 
second reading of this important piece of legislation.   
Question put and passed.   
Bill read a second time.   
 


