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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 June. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.54 pm]: We are debating another budget and another Revenue 
Laws Amendment Bill from the government—what a surprise! The Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014 will 
implement another tax increase for the people of Western Australia. What a surprise from the low-taxing, low-
spending Liberal–National government! Yet again we see a bill in this house to increase the rate of government 
fees and charges for the people of Western Australia. This bill contains three measures. The first is a particularly 
nasty slug on a group of people who can least afford to have the pain of the Barnett government’s spend-a-thon 
inflicted on them—that is, first home owners. Since the budget was brought down this government has joined its 
colleagues in the federal parliament to inflict the most pain it possibly can on the groups in society that it 
believes can least afford it. The first significant impost in this bill is on first home owners. Today we found out 
that the Barnett government has found another measure that will slug seniors and hurt the most vulnerable in our 
community. The second measure in this bill is an increase in land tax. This bill seeks to increase land tax by 
about 10 per cent across the board.  

The third measure is that for the first time in many years the government is seeking to adjust the threshold for 
when payroll tax will be applied in Western Australia. I might add that this will be the first time there has been a 
change to the threshold rate of payroll tax since 1 January 2005—almost a decade ago. Although the government 
is increasing the threshold rate, it is interesting to note that it still expects to collect more payroll tax this year 
than it did last year, and that over the period of the forward estimates it expects that the amount it collects from 
payroll tax will increase by $1 billion on what it expects to collect in 2014–15.  

I will go through this bill and look at each of these measures. The first measure will decrease the property value 
threshold at which first home owners who buy an established house are required to pay transfer duty. That 
initiative was brought in by the previous Labor government under then Treasurer Eric Ripper as a measure 
clearly targeted at assisting first home owners. It is worth noting that at the time that threshold was brought in, 
the $500 000 threshold was significantly higher than the average median price of homes. Since those measures 
were brought in, the median price of homes has gone up. In my own neighbourhood of Joondanna, a person 
could probably have bought a two-bedroom, one-bathroom apartment for somewhere in the order of $230 000 to 
$280 000. Today, a person would struggle to find a two-by-one in Joondanna for $430 000. That is the reality. 
We need to look at this, not just in terms of the increase in the rate of tax, but also the circumstances in which 
people find themselves when they deal with these matters. We know that a first home owner purchasing a 
property for $440 000 now pays $1 919 in stamp duty. Previously, if they had bought a property that was worth 
$530 000, they would have paid $6 753 in stamp duty. As a result of the passage of this bill, they will now pay a 
whopping $19 190. That is over $12 000 more. That means they could pay for three of the animations that this 
government made up for projects it never delivered.  

What I thought I might do is offer to the good people of Ellenbrook who have to pay this stamp duty a copy of 
the animation of the proposed Ellenbrook rapid transit bus service. I will get it blown up for them and present it 
to them, because their stamp duty will be paying for that waste by this government. I will give it to the first two 
home owners who say they bought their first house in Ellenbrook. I have these lovely pictures that the Barnett 
government created of the proposed Ellenbrook rapid transit bus system as part of its election campaign. I will 
get them blown up and have them nicely framed for the first two first home purchasers who contact me.  

Hon Alanna Clohesy interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They are for anyone who would have been serviced by the Ellenbrook rapid transit bus 
service who are buying their first home and as a result of this bill will have to pay stamp duty when they 
otherwise would not. At the very least, we should give them their own copy of the animation that the Barnett 
government wasted some of our money on. Those people should at least be able to frame it and hang it in their 
lounge room as a memento of paying stamp duty as first home owners so that the Barnett government could 
afford to produce these animations and coloured drawings before the last election, even though it did not use 
them during the election campaign. The government threw them away!  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Before the break I had started to go through this bill. The first item of this legislation 
I will deal with are the changes to the transfer duty that is paid by first home buyers. I am sure members are 
aware that for many years now, dating back to the time of the previous Labor government, first home owners did 
not pay any transfer duty on properties purchased up to the value of $500 000 and the concession for properties 
worth more than that phased out at $600 000. However, this mean and nasty Liberal government is proposing to 
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change that so that the full exemption for first home owners is phased out at $430 000 and the concession is 
completely phased out at $530 000. 

Before the break I highlighted to members that these increases will place a significant impost upon first home 
owners in Western Australia. In fact, I think what probably is most telling is that although those measures may 
not seem significant, as a result of those measures the revenue the government expects to collect in this financial 
year is an additional $53.9 million, and over the full period of the forward estimates it is some $221 million. 
We could look at this in many ways. This could be the first home owners’ contribution to the Elizabeth Quay 
tax; that could be what the government would charge it to! However, there are many areas of waste and 
mismanagement by the Barnett government for which this measure could be labelled. Personally, I think this 
measure should be allocated towards paying for the numerous artists’ impressions, fly-throughs, animations and 
other works produced by the Public Transport Authority of Western Australia. In particular, we should identify 
that this money is being raised to pay for the animations, fly-throughs and planning studies done by the Public 
Transport Authority for projects that this government now no longer intends to proceed with. Many of those 
animations have not seen the light of day, yet every first home owner who now buys a house worth more than 
$430 000 will have to make a contribution towards covering up the waste of the Barnett government. It starts, as 
I said, at $440 000; first home owners who buy a property of that value will pay almost $2 000 as their 
contribution to the waste and mismanagement fund for public transport matters in Western Australia. It peaks for 
a person buying a $500 000 home. This is just a simple home in a suburb such as Joondanna; it is not a flash 
mansion. In many cases it is a simple two-by-one or three-by-one unit in a block in a suburb such as Joondanna 
that will be captured by these new tax arrangements for first home owners. That is where those people will be 
looking to buy. It peaks at $500 000. Each individual first home owner will be making a contribution of 
$13 433 — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! I am sorry to interrupt, member. The audibility of 
conversations around the chamber is too high. If members could please speak softly so as not to interrupt the 
member speaking or to distract Hansard or other members from the member’s speech. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If it assists, Mr Acting President, I could try to raise my voice a little. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: It should not be necessary. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It would be difficult but I could try. 

As I was saying, as a result of the passage of this bill, each first home buyer who purchases a new home worth 
$500 000 will pay $13 433 more than they would have paid prior to this measure being introduced. It is 
interesting to note that today I received an answer to a parliamentary question I put on notice earlier about the 
number of graphics, artists’ impressions, fly-throughs or animations that were produced for the Public Transport 
Authority in 2011–12. In the answer I was told that in 2011–12, there were 103 and in 2012–13, there were 54. 
Many of those works were clearly produced by the government for the purposes of an election campaign. They 
were not produced for the ordinary operation and business of government; they were clearly produced by the 
government for an election campaign. That is why the government has introduced this increase in tax: to pay for 
the election campaign of Liberal Party members sitting opposite. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I was saying, some 157 fly-throughs, animations and the like were produced for the 
Public Transport Authority leading into the election. I accept that some of those would have been legitimately 
produced, but many of them were not. Many of them have never seen the light of day. When this bill is passed 
through this place, the poor first home owners—taxpayers—will now have to pay $13 433 in additional stamp 
duty because of the removal of the exemption for first home owners. What is their contribution likely to have 
paid for?  

It might have paid for the $14 850 artist’s impression of the Edgewater multistorey car park, which was nothing 
more than an election stunt. The first home owners should not have to pay for that; the Liberal Party of 
Western Australia should. 

Hon Peter Collier: Your time has expired. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As lead speaker one thing I know is that the clocks can break! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The member is the lead speaker for the opposition; therefore, he has 
unlimited time. We rely on his good grace that he will not use all of it!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will not use all of it, but the unruly interjections may take up a significant chunk of it. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: That is why the unruly interjections will cease. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ken Travers is trying to get a word in. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I never interrupt a good interjection. The $14 850 for the artist’s impression of the 
Edgewater multistorey car park facility will be kindly paid for by at least two poor punters who buy new homes 
in the suburb of Joondalup. The artist’s impression got a shining release on the 8 February 2013. I do not think 
I need to remind members what happened on 8 February 2013. Clearly, that was after the dissolution of the 
Legislative Assembly and the day on which the caretaker period started in Western Australia. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Parliament had been prorogued. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Legislative Assembly had been prorogued and dissolved. Therefore, there is no 
doubt in my mind that that document was produced for nothing more than Liberal Party propaganda. It should be 
funded by the Liberal Party and not poor first home owners who will buy a place after 1 July in the state 
electorate of Joondalup. I might add that, of course, next Tuesday everyone who parks at a railway station in 
Western Australia will be required to make a contribution of $2 a day or $520 a year towards the operating costs 
of the 550 additional parking bays at the Edgewater train station. The Barnett government introduced paid 
parking at train stations to cover the exorbitant annual operating costs of the Edgewater railway station car park. 
First home owners will be slugged as a result of the passage of this bill. A first home owner buying a house at 
$440 000 and another buying a house at $500 000 will pay for the artist’s impression that was provided for the 
Liberal Party’s election campaign. If I can get a copy of the artist’s impression of the Edgewater train station car 
park, I am more than happy to have it blown up and block-mounted and I will give copies to the first two 
members of the public who come to my office in Joondalup and demonstrate that they are first home owners who 
have had to pay this additional tax. If I can get from the government a copy of that original artist’s impression of 
the multistorey car park, I will present it to them as a memento of their contribution to the mismanagement and 
waste of the Barnett government. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Will you autograph it as well? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If they want me to, but I do not want it to become so valuable that they are tempted to 
sell it on eBay! If they request it, I will do that. 

Hon Michael Mischin: What else do they get in the show bag from your office? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the Attorney General waits, he will see. I could highlight for the good punters of 
Western Australia many examples of this government’s waste and mismanagement. We can go through those 
tonight, but, of course, I will focus on transport matters. Many other artists’ impressions are available in that 
regard. 

I want to go through some of the studies that have been done by the government in the transport portfolio that 
have never seen the light of day and are highly unlikely to see the light of day. The Barnett government 
commissioned a study into a new railway to connect the Avon to Albany line near Brookton through to Kwinana. 
According to an answer to a parliamentary question, that study cost $411 969.24. I would offer to provide a copy 
of that study to a first home owner who has to pay these outrageous imposts, but, of course, we will not be able 
to do that because I expect that unless I get a copy sent to my electorate office in a brown paper envelope, that 
study will not see the light of day even though it has been completed. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Are they the brown paper envelopes Bruce Wilson used? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I assume they come from the minister’s office. When he has difficulty getting things 
through cabinet, he sends me the reports to say that cabinet will not fund his latest thought bubble idea and asks 
me to get it out to the public. I would not have anything to do with some of the thought bubbles from the various 
transport ministers over the past four or five years. Very early on in the piece, Hon Peter Katsambanis, I made 
the point that this study was nonsense. There was already a railway line that we could use to connect the Avon to 
Albany line through to the Kwinana terminal. There is an existing railway corridor through Bowelling, which 
has been closed. That would be a far better way to deal with the issues, but the Barnett government chose to 
waste $411 969.24 on a study that will now have to be paid for by first home owners in the state of 
Western Australia. As I said, it is my view that that study will remain hidden and it will never see the light of 
day. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Like the review that went to the Labor Party structure? That one? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that the best the Attorney General can come up with? 
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Hon Michael Mischin: It is not bad though, is it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is really quite pathetic. It is belittling even for the Attorney General’s standards. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us about that review. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Attorney General can read it on the ALP website. 

I am glad that members opposite will absolutely rely on The West Australian. Usually I say that The West 
Australian reported this and members opposite tell me that The West Australian is wrong. Now they will say, 
“No, we accept that everything written in The West Australian is 100 per cent accurate.” Obviously, someone 
gave that document to The West Australian and presented it in a light that caused the newspaper to think that it 
was intended for publication. As far as I am concerned, and from speaking to people about that matter, that is 
what happened. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! This is not a two-way conversation. We are hearing from 
Hon Ken Travers on the question that the bill be read a second time. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I can understand why members on the other side of the chamber want to try to deflect 
attention to Labor Party members when their government is the highest taxing, largest spending and most 
wasteful government Western Australia has ever seen. If I sat on their side, I would draw every apple out of the 
bag and make every attempt to deflect, defer and avoid the debate about the real facts in the matters before the 
house tonight, such as that first home owners in Western Australia will now have to pay a significant impost 
when they buy a house. These home owners right throughout our electorates will fund the $412 000—I will 
round it off; I will not go to the detail of the exact dollars and cents—study that will never see the light of day. 
That is my view. Not only will the study never see the light of day, we will never see a rail line built between 
Brookton and Kwinana, as proposed by this study. What we may see one day is a rail line from 
Brunswick Junction through to Narrogin or Wagin along the Albany–Avon line. If there is ever a rail line, that is 
the one that would do it. The government did not need a study. The Labor Party made it very clear that that is 
where the government should be looking for a new rail line, if that is what the government wanted to do. That is 
an example of $412 000 in waste that poor taxpayers have funded.  

Another project that we could look at is of course the very lovely and beautiful Ellenbrook bus rapid transit 
project. This government spent lots of money on a project that it then chose not to proceed with. As I mentioned 
before the dinner break, the government spent thousands of dollars on animations and lovely artists’ impressions 
of the Ellenbrook bus rapid transit system going past Whiteman Park, and of a Gnangara park ‘n’ ride. There 
were also artists’ impressions of what the bus rapid transit station would look like in the Ellenbrook town centre. 
I say to the good people of Ellenbrook—many of whom I am sure will be slugged with this impost—that I will 
get those artists’ impressions blown up and block-mounted for the first two who come to my electorate office 
and show me they have had to pay stamp duty as first home owners as a result of the passage of this bill . I can 
guarantee to provide those because I have the artists’ impressions available to me. I am sure the government will 
not mind me getting those blown up; I do not think I will be in breach of any copyright. The government would 
want at least a couple of people to feel that they contributed towards those artists’ impressions. They can hang 
them proudly on the walls of their homes in Ellenbrook. It was not just the artists’ impressions that cost 
somewhere in the order of $5 386—a first home owner buying a house at $460 000, under the new regime, for 
the first time ever, since changes were made by a Labor government, will pay $5 757 in stamp duty. That will 
well and truly cover the cost of those artists’ impressions. I will not stick at one. I will go for two block-mounted 
versions of those artists’ impressions for those poor people of Ellenbrook.  

What else has the government spent? It has spent $847 600 on planning and consultancy work for the Ellenbrook 
bus rapid transit project. Where is it, members opposite? It was one of the Liberal Party’s transformational 
projects. It was part of the Perth public transport master plan for 2031 that was released on 14 July 2011 with 
three transformational projects. They have all disappeared; vanished—gone. Just like financial management and 
responsibility has gone in this state under this government. They have vanished, gone, disappeared—not 
happening. That master plan was a $6 million project. It has been torn up and burnt. The only thing it was good 
for was the paper it was written on. If someone was lucky enough to get a copy of it, they might be able to burn 
it to keep themselves warm, now that they cannot pay their electricity or gas bills thanks to the Barnett 
government! That was $847 600 for the Ellenbrook bus rapid transit project, a project that is not going to 
happen; it is gone—vanished. The government has continued to buy land along the corridor. I guess the 
government still gets to keep that land. The amount of $2 million was spent on a project that does not exist. 
In the meantime we have to come back and slug first home owners to help pay for it.  

Let us look at another project. Lovely artists’ impressions and animations were produced for the extension to the 
Joondalup line from Butler to Yanchep. I wonder if anyone from the other side of the chamber has seen any 
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artists’ drawings or animations for the railway extension from Butler to Yanchep. I suspect the answer is no. Not 
even members on the government backbenches have seen them, but money was spent on them. The first home 
owners of Western Australia will fund and pay for this government’s waste and mismanagement of artists’ 
impressions. First home owners who live in the suburbs of Butler, Alkimos, Eglinton, Yanchep, Two Rocks and 
other northern suburbs will now have to pay stamp duty for the first time. I am sorry, but all I can offer them is a 
blank, block-mounted poster that is just plain white!  

Hon Peter Collier: What about the two magnificent primary schools that opened there on Friday?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Minister, absolutely. When he has opened as many new primary schools in the northern 
suburbs as the previous Labor government did — 
Hon Michael Mischin: How many was that?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I lost count of them in fact. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis: Name three; go on! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Name three? Neerabup and Butler. There were a number of extensions to Clarkson and 
Somerly. I think members will find that we started the high schools in Pearsall and Hocking. We did Tapping 
and Banksia Grove. Do members want me to keep going? 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Banksia Grove what?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member asked for schools.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis: High school or what?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Not the high school—the primary school. The newcomers to Perth really do not keep up 
sometimes! Tomorrow, when I come back to continue my remarks I will bring in a list of primary schools that 
were built just in the seat of Wanneroo. I do not think a single member has delivered as many primary schools 
for their electorate as Dianne Guise did. I know that we produced far more primary schools and high schools 
than this minister is producing. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Are you saying that she delivered them?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: To her electorate. Yes, she lobbied for them.  

Hon Peter Collier: We are talking about Butler and Yanchep.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Two Rocks is another primary school.  

Hon Peter Collier: Two are coming up in Alkimos. I can tell the member right now, the northern suburbs have 
been well serviced with education. Plus there is the new extension to Butler College. It is magnificent.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have no doubt we will go back to where we were when we took over from the Liberal 
Party in 2001—schools such as Clarkson, Merriwa and Quinns Beach were so crowded. There were over 1 000 
students in a primary school.  

For the people of Alkimos, Eglinton, Yanchep and Two Rocks, all we can provide at this stage is a blank canvas. 
The Minister for Education might have some lovely artists’ impressions of the new schools. When people come 
to me, I will give them a blank block mount and the address of the minister’s electorate office. I will say, 
“Hon Peter Collier might be able to give you an artist’s impression of a school.” The Barnett government is not 
good at many things but it is excellent at artists’ impressions. It pays for them with taxes and charges. By all 
means, I will refer those people to Hon Peter Collier if they come looking for their blank canvas. The people 
who live in the suburbs between Butler and Yanchep are waiting to see lovely artists’ impressions of that rail 
line.  

Hon Michael Mischin: What about the cardboard cut-outs of teachers you had in those days?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What about the $1 484 428.30 including GST as of 15 May 2004? That is the amount 
that has been spent on planning work for the future Butler–Yanchep rail line and yet we know that the earliest it 
can possibly be built by this government will be some time after 2020. That is a decade away; that is when we 
can expect to see it. We are spending money on a project that will be out of date and will require updating by the 
time it is built. In many respects this can be considered just a large waste of money, and as a result of the passage 
of this bill, the kind donators of that money will be the first home owners of Yanchep, Two Rocks, Alkimos and 
Eglinton. We will be spending hundreds of thousands of dollars. There seems to be a lot of artists’ impressions 
and a lot of money spent on fancy drawings, but these projects will never see the light of day. Maybe they were 
done back in the days when that project was listed as a priority public transport project for the Barnett 
government. Back in 2010–11, after Hon Simon O’Brien had been sacked as Minister for Transport, Hon Troy 
Buswell as the new minister got to release the work Hon Simon O’Brien had done on a public transport master 
plan for Perth, and then the master plan disappeared. 
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There is another project on which the government spent thousands of dollars for artists’ impressions, paid for by 
first home buyers who paid $460 000 for their first homes, and that is the proposed extension of the Thornlie rail 
line to the Mandurah line. Again, we know the government had artists’ impressions produced for that project 
before the election, and we know that they had to be provided urgently to the Minister for Transport’s office 
before the caretaker government period so that the minister could announce the rail line extension. The extension 
is a project that the Barnett government submitted to Infrastructure Australia and as of 14 May 2014, it has spent 
$2 145 672.19—including GST—on its planning. The government paid for artists’ impressions, fly-throughs, 
graphic art and all that lovely, fancy promotional material to be ready for the state Liberal Party’s 2013 re-
election campaign, yet those projects have never seen the light of day. If I ever get my hands on the Aubin Grove 
artists’ impressions and animations, I will provide block-mounted versions of them to anyone who can show me 
they are first home owners in Southern River and Gosnells, who would have been serviced by the proposed 
Canning Vale or Nicholson Road stations, and have paid stamp duty as a result of the passage of this bill. The 
people in those southern suburbs, even though they do not have a train line, could look at those and say, “Thanks 
to the impost of our stamp duty, at least we can dream about it. We made a contribution towards the artists’ 
impressions for this project”. Again, more than $2 million was wasted by the Barnett government on the 
planning and design of a rail line that was not even part of its original public transport plans until after 2031, so 
who knows what is going to happen there? Lots of work has been done, much of which will be wasted because 
of the delays and the fact that that project is no longer going to proceed. It highlights the fact that the chaos and 
dysfunction of the Barnett government is costing the taxpayers of Western Australia additional money. Millions 
of dollars have been spent on studies and projects, and much of it on public relations, including designs, artists’ 
impressions and survey work. That is for the good burghers of Southern River and Gosnells. 

That brings us to the big one—the project that has cost the Barnett government $25 million, and most of it is 
now sitting in a wastepaper basket somewhere in the Minister for Transport’s office because it has been 
cancelled and the government will not look at it again until after the next state election in 2017. I refer, of course, 
to the Metro Area Express light rail project. This is an interesting point. The government paid $2 743 for a light 
rail project branding strategy. We know that the government paid $27 000 for someone to go off and get the 
name of the light rail in Portland, Oregon and import it back to become the name of the light rail in Perth; but did 
we know that the government had also spent $2 743? A first home owner who pays around $445 000 for their 
first home will be paying for the cost of the branding strategy for the light rail project. Seriously, why could the 
Liberal Party not have got its own internal artists at Liberal Party headquarters to do the job? They would have 
even had the right colours for the MAX light rail; it is blue and yellow—how hard is it? They would already 
have those colours in all their colour boxes, because that is the Liberal Party’s colours! It had to pay someone to 
go and develop a branding strategy for MAX in Liberal Party colours. Seriously, why do the first home owners 
of Western Australia have to pay for that? The Liberal Party is saying to some poor taxpayer out there who is 
buying a $445 000 home after 1 July: “Thank you very much, you’ve just paid for us to be able to brand MAX in 
the Liberal Party colours and it cost us $2 743 to do it”. Then, of course, the government spent $20 000 on 
market research wave one and $32 000 on market research wave two. It paid for the provision of strategic 
communication advice and services. I am not sure whether it got that at the beginning of the project or if the 
strategic communication advice and services were to work out how it was going to explain why it wasted 
$25 million on building a brand in the Liberal Party’s colours for a new light rail for the inner northern suburbs 
that it is not going to proceed with. Maybe the strategic communication advice and services were intended to 
assist the government to explain what it was doing to the good burghers of the inner northern suburbs, including 
Mt Lawley, Balcatta, Mirrabooka and Morley, who were all expecting a light rail service because that is what the 
government promised them before the election. The people in those suburbs who are buying a first home now 
understand that they have to pay increased tax because of the Liberal government’s marketing. It wasted money 
on developing marketing for a project that simply is not going to happen anytime soon. In fact, I suspect that 
most of the first home owners who will be struck by this legislation in its first year will have moved out of their 
first homes before the government builds the MAX light rail. I do not think the government ever will build the 
MAX light rail. 

The government also paid $2 247 to a consultant to assist in the preparation of a submission to the Public Sector 
Commissioner for the project director role for the MAX light rail project. That was a waste of money, was it not? 
A complete waste of money, but someone buying a first home in any of the suburbs I mentioned earlier will 
contribute towards picking up the cost of that waste. I could go on and on and on through these things. Money 
was spent on work that we know will be out of date and irrelevant by the time anyone gets a chance to build light 
rail in the northern suburbs. 

Work was done on investigation of a power supply, at a cost of $3 500. How will that be relevant in 10 years’ 
time if the government finally goes back to look at this project? That work will need to be redone. Work was 
done on team-building workshops for the MAX light rail project, at a cost of $3 080. I love the government’s 
morale boosting idea at the end of that team building. It was to cancel the project! That must have been a great 
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morale booster! Work was done on providing advice on retail conditions and commercial considerations in the 
CBD, at a cost of $4 025. That advice will not be relevant in a decade’s time. Work was done on preparation of 
draft information sheets, at a cost of $14 600. Those information sheets can now all be torn up and burnt. People 
who pay $500 000 for their first home will be making their contribution towards that waste. Work was done on 
providing assistance with stakeholder and community engagement. Work was done on a review of patronage 
modelling, at a cost of $135 000, and an additional $294 000 was spent on input to patronage modelling. All that 
work will need to be redone when the government has another look at this project and updates it. That is all 
wasted money. Work was done on economic advice and analysis, at a cost of $330 000. There was also a range 
of internal costs and expenditure. Money was spent on the provision of temporary communications assistants. 
I wonder whether anyone knew just how temporary those communications assistants would be for that $16 000. 
That money has all been wasted, and the government has had to bring a bill into this Parliament to fund that. The 
government has also bought $3 million worth of properties for the MAX light rail project. I am not sure why the 
government is buying properties for that rail project when it does not know what the route will be and it does not 
know when it will be building that project. 

We need to understand that this bill is an imposition on first home owners. I believe that the purpose of this part 
of this bill is to fund the waste and mismanagement of the Barnett government. The works that I have gone 
through tonight—there are some others that I could include—add up to around the $53.9 million that the Barnett 
government expects to collect in the 2014–15 financial year as a result of changing the rates for first home 
owners. That is why it is not unreasonable to claim that this adjustment for first home owners is about waste and 
mismanagement in the transport portfolio for the animations and all the other material that the government has 
done for projects that do not exist, will not exist or have ceased to exist. I have not even talked about the changes 
that the government has made to the grants for first home owners who purchase an established property. 
Therefore, this is a double whammy for first home owners. 

The Liberal Party proclaims that it is a low-taxing government. That leaves me absolutely stunned and 
bewildered. In 2011–12, the government got $1.026 billion from transfer duty. In this financial year, the 
government expects to get $1.823 billion from transfer duty. It is not as though the revenue from transfer duties 
has gone down. It is not as though the government needs to do something to get extra money. The government’s 
revenue would be going up across the board even without these measures. We know also that although iron ore 
royalties fluctuate, the total royalties to this government are significantly higher than they were when this 
government came to office, and they are significantly higher than was predicted at the time of the Pre-election 
Financial Projections Statement, on which the government based its fully funded, fully costed plan. 

The next measure in this bill that is worth talking about is the 10 per cent increase across the board in land tax. 
According to the Overview of State Taxes and Royalties, in 2013–14 the government collected $662 million in 
land tax. As a result of these changes, the government expects to collect $755 million in land tax. That is not to 
mention the additional money that the government will get from the metropolitan region improvement tax. That 
is up from $552 million in 2011–12—significant growth. I remember one of the former Treasurers going on 
about land tax. I have heard them all on the other side talk about how they want to get rid of payroll tax, land tax 
and transfer duty. We all want to do that. This government says that it is there for small business, yet it will be 
placing this additional impost on small business. I hope that the primary production review that is taking place 
will not lead to a further increase for any of our primary producers, such as the people we were talking to tonight 
who grow the potatoes of Western Australia. I can say on the record that some mighty fine potatoes are being 
grown in Western Australia. 

Hon Kate Doust: Was Mr Omodei there with his kipflers? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There were some lovely kipfler potatoes, cooked as chips by Dan from Rockpool Bar 
and Grill, with some lovely Spanish mackerel from Adam’s Cafe Tonino’s in North Beach. It was a spectacular 
fish and chip combination. 

Hon Peter Collier: I cannot wait to hear how you going to bring this back to the bill! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister just cut me off as I was coming onto the bill! 

Hon Peter Collier: Okay. Fair cop. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is a fish and chip analogy for every one of the government’s tax increases. Do not 
worry, minister. There is a fish and chip analogy. What the minister needs to understand is that although primary 
producers are exempt, the government has a review going on—as I am sure the minister is aware—of primary 
producers. That review will report, and the outcome of that review will be incorporated into the 2014–15 tax 
rates. If the outcome of that review results in the producers of potatoes having to pay land tax, or having to pay 
more land tax — 

Hon Peter Collier: Rockpool will go bankrupt. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Not Rockpool. 

Hon Peter Collier: Is that not what you said? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. They were cooked by the chef from Rockpool Bar and Grill. They were grown by 
the hardworking potato growers. I think—I am trying to remember—I did meet the grower of the kipfler 
potatoes. 

Hon Kate Doust: Omodei? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, it was not Omodei. It will come to me before the night is out. The grower of the 
kipfler potatoes was out there today, and they could see their produce being handled by a master. I am not 
talking about the land tax paid by Rockpool at Crown casino; I am talking about the potential for land tax. But it 
is not just those people who were out there paying land tax; it goes right across the state of Western Australia. 
This is another land tax increase. With land tax, even if the government does not change the rate, if there is a 
revaluation of a person’s property—I accept that the market has been relatively flat—the government gets a big 
whack of additional money. Over the last couple of years, I am sure that there would have been an increase in the 
number of people who now have to pay land tax. One of the things I would like to know when the minister gives 
his response to the second reading debate—hopefully, the minister’s advisers may have been able to dig up this 
information for the benefit of the house—is the number of assessments that were issued in 2012–13 and 2013–
14, the number that the government expects to be issued in 2014–15, and the number of properties that that 
relates to. The minister’s advisers were aware that I was going to raise those issues tonight, and they were going 
to see whether they could find those figures so that the minister could provide them as part of his reply to the 
debate. I certainly would be intrigued to know. 

There are many areas. These land tax rate increases will take $72 million off the landholders of Western 
Australia and out of the economy. I was talking to some of the businesspeople at the function tonight. They do 
not just grow potatoes; they are often involved in other industries and other businesses, and many of them are 
paying land tax. But it is not just land tax that is hitting small business in Western Australia at the moment; it is 
also the cost of power. I spoke to a businessman the other day who said that their monthly bill for power has 
gone from $6 000 to $11 000 a month under the Barnett government. It is getting harder and harder to do 
business in Western Australia. On top of that, the government is going to slug them with $334 million in tax 
increases over the next four years by increasing the rate, whereas, in my view, just through natural valuation 
increases, the government would have already been getting a fairly significant increase in revenue for the state of 
Western Australia. 

The final part of this bill that I want to go through tonight is, of course, the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act. For the 
first time since February 2005, the government is planning to finally increase the tax thresholds and rates. For 
many small businesses that have been captured by payroll tax, I understand that this is a welcome relief. Of 
course, the problem is that because this government has such poor financial management, it will effectively be 
borrowing to provide this tax relief. That is the problem. Because general government sector debt is going up 
because this government is spending more than it gets in income, when it gives a tax cut such as this, it simply 
means that the government needs to borrow more money. It is great for the small businesses that get it, but how 
long will they have it? How will the government try to recoup the money to pay for the debt? The best thing for 
small business in the first instance would be for the Barnett government to get its debt binge under control, 
because whilst the government is borrowing money, every tax cut that it gives is just adding to that debt, and a 
future government and a future small business will have to pay taxes at some point to cover that debt that will 
come about as a result of this measure tonight. That is the simple reality of it. It would be better for the 
government to not spend money in a wasteful way. 

Hon Michael Mischin: A moment ago you were saying that small businesses should not be paying for their 
electricity at full price. Where should the money come from? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. What I said was that under the minister’s government, the cost of power had gone 
up from $6 000 a month to $11 000 a month. That was hard enough for business. Now the government is 
slugging it with an increase in its land tax, minister. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I did not say they should not pay it. I said that under the minister’s government, it has 
gone up from $6 000 to $11 000. The minister is showing his lack of understanding of, and sympathy for, small 
business. Small business accepts that it has to pay the cost of its energy, but what it does not like is that on top of 
paying the increased cost for power because of the government’s mismanagement of the electricity sector in 
Western Australia — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us how it works. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister should show me where the government’s merger of Verve Energy and 
Synergy has driven down power prices. It has not happened and it is not going to happen. The more the 
government squeals, the more we know it has made mistakes. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I’m looking forward to your insight. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The point I am making, and I will keep making — 

Hon Michael Mischin: The increase in the cost of electricity was to pay for generation and supply. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order, members! Standing orders provide for one speaker 
at a time, and that member is Hon Ken Travers. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When I sit down, I look forward to the contribution of the Attorney General on this bill; 
I genuinely look forward to that contribution. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I don’t need to. The bill is sound. I’m commenting on your absurd flights of fancy. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I hope Hansard got from the Attorney General that the slugging of small business for 
additional revenue from land tax is sound. 

Hon Michael Mischin: No, no. Hansard will get what I actually said, not what you would like me to have said. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Attorney General said that the bill is sound. The bill slugs small business with 
increased land tax; ipso facto the Attorney General is saying that it is sound to slug small business with a tax 
increase. 

Hon Michael Mischin: No, no. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the Attorney General saying that the government should not slug small business 
with — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! I have asked the Attorney General and other members to desist from 
interjecting; therefore, Hon Ken Travers will not encourage their interjections. I invite him to address his 
remarks to the Chair. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the Attorney General is not saving — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Now he’s provoking me again, Mr Acting President. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. I am making a comment to the Chair — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! If the Attorney General wants to raise a point of order, that is the way he 
should address the Chair, not by interjection. Hon Ken Travers has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I assure you, Mr Acting President, that if I wanted to provoke the Attorney General, 
there would be a lot of easier ways of doing it.  

The point I was making is that we have two choices: either we support the bill and say it is a sound bill—
therefore, the government is saying that it is sound to impose a 10 per cent increase in land tax on small 
businesses in Western Australia—or the government can say to this house that it is not sound to slug small 
business. I am saying that I do not think it is sound. I think it would be far better if the Barnett government 
controlled its wasteful expenditure. Departments such as the Department of the Attorney General enter into 
contracts not knowing what their value is. It builds new courthouses and cannot tell the Parliament what they 
will cost to run. Because of the way in which it has contracted out services, it pays fly in, fly out custodial 
officers in regional parts of Western Australia. That is the sort of waste and mismanagement that we see under 
the Barnett government. The Attorney General in that government should be trying to control the waste and 
mismanagement in his agency, not promoting and encouraging it. The reason we have this bill before us tonight 
is to fund that waste and mismanagement. For months and months the government could not tell this house what 
it was going to cost to run courthouses in Kununurra and Carnarvon. It was so poorly run that the former 
Under Treasurer listed it as a risk in the budget papers; I think it was in the midyear review. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Should we not have courthouses in Kununurra? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is not about not having courthouses; it is about the Attorney General doing his job 
properly. It is about establishing what the cost will be so we have good, sound financial management. If the 
government needs to spend that money on courthouses, it needs to be more disciplined in spending some of the 
money that it wastes on other projects. Of course law and order is at the top of the priority list, as should be 
health and education. The Attorney General mismanages his budget. He approves projects not knowing what the 
cost is. He thinks that because there is spare money to spend, he can have some discretionary expenditure on a 
bit of bling for the people of Western Australia. In the end, the bill comes in for the running of the courthouses 
and he says, “Oh, no, what have we done? We can’t afford the bling but we’ve already committed to the bling. 
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I know what we’ll do; let’s increase land tax. We can just slug the small businesses of Western Australia.” That 
is the story of the Barnett government. I am thankful to the Attorney General for allowing me to remind the 
house tonight that his portfolio is one of those agencies that is incorporated in that waste and mismanagement. 
Let us remember that story of waste and mismanagement. The former Under Treasurer was so concerned about 
the mismanagement of the Attorney General’s portfolio with respect to the Kununurra and Carnarvon 
courthouses that he listed it as a risk in last year’s midyear review, I think. The former Under Treasurer said that 
there are unfunded commitments and a budget top-up would be needed. What happened in the 2014–15 budget 
of the Attorney General’s department? There was a top-up, just as the former Under Treasurer said—it was a risk 
to the budget. How do we fund those top-ups? We bring in a bill called the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 
2014, a bill that increases land tax by 10 per cent across the board. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Are you saying that this bill is to cover this cost? Is that what you’re trying to say? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is one of the costs that it is covering. Yes, that is what I am saying. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You plainly have no idea what the term “risk” means in that context. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order, members! Just because there has been a change in the 
Chair does not mean that there has been a change in the instructions that were given to the house not five 
minutes ago. If the Attorney General wants to make a contribution to this debate, he can do so at the appropriate 
time. The speaker on his feet will not entertain interjections because let us all remember that the Hansard 
reporters need to do their job. It is very difficult for them to take down the words of more than one person at a 
time. Is everyone clear on that? Thank you. We will continue. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not inviting interjections. That is why I am making a point, Madam Acting 
President, of looking at you. The best place in the house to look is always at the Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: When I am in it, yes, I know. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it is fascinating that members of this house who sit at the cabinet table do not 
understand that when they are running a budget, they have to work out what things they have to do. They need to 
work out those costs. Then they need to factor those into the budget. This is what we all do in our homes every 
day. We fund the things that have to be funded, including health, education, law and order and custodial 
services—locking people up. I accept that those are all legitimate costs. If we then do not get the costs of those 
things right and we believe that we have greater discretionary expenditure for other nice to have rather than 
essential projects, we will get ourselves into a massive problem with our budget. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us how the Office of Shared Services was run. You were around at that time. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the ADHD child has forgotten to take his medication tonight! 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us about the Office of Shared Services and how that was budgeted and funded. Tell 
us how it worked. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Tell us about Fiona Stanley Hospital. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Those members who may not have been in the chamber because they were 
away on urgent parliamentary business a few minutes ago may not have heard me asking members to perhaps 
just pay attention and give their attention to the person on their feet and to pay respect to Hansard, who need to 
do their job. It is the final week and everyone is getting a bit anxious to get out of here for the winter break so let 
us all just take a chill pill. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We have to ensure that we cover the ordinary expenditure of government—the essential 
things that we need to do and then we need to go out and see how much extra cash we have to do the nice to 
have things, the non-essential things. If we do not get our costings right on the essential things, we get ourselves 
into trouble. That is what we have seen continually over the past five or six years of the Barnett government. 
It continually fails to get it right. 

I think there was an unruly interjection earlier about the Office of Shared Services. Let us not forget that the 
Barnett government had a number of reviews and took the decision to continue that program. If the government 
wants to talk about waste and it believes it is a wasteful project, why did it continue with it for four or five years 
before killing it off without a single minister seeking to try to make it work and without a single minister trying 
to drive it to get outcomes from it? I think I heard another unruly interjection about the amount of money that we 
are now spending to run a hospital without patients or the money we are spending to run a stadium without 
sports or a restaurant without fried rice. This is a government that funds people not to do things. I would 
welcome an invitation to not speak. I do not know what the price of that would be and whether the government 
would be prepared to pay it. I suspect it would be unparliamentary to request that. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I doubt that I would take the money anyway because I prefer to represent my 
constituents; in fact, I would not take the money. 

Let us go back to payroll tax. I will try to ignore the constant squeaking coming from the other side. As I was 
saying earlier, on face value it is a good thing that we are increasing the threshold. It has not increased since 
January 2005. That is when the threshold of $750 000 and the 5.5 per cent rate was first introduced by the then 
Labor government. It flowed from a previous reduction in stamp duty and changes to stamp duty back in 2002–
03. In fact, there have been consistent changes in stamp duty rates in Western Australia for many years, going 
back to 1971. We have gone a decade without changes to stamp duty. Imagine the bracket creep in that time; 
imagine the number of people who are now being captured—small businesses in Western Australia—by that. 
What has been the wage price index over those years to lead to that? In 2012–13 the wage price index was 
four per cent. In 2013–14, it was 3.25 per cent. In fact, the increase in the threshold—at around six per cent—is 
actually less than wages growth in Western Australia. If wages are growing in Western Australia that would 
suggested that more people are getting captured or businesses have to take active decisions not to employ people 
in Western Australia or to structure their businesses to employ people outside of Western Australia. 
This measure will not keep up with the last two years’ worth of wages price index. In fact, since the last changes 
were made, there have been years in which the wage price index has been six per cent. In one year the wage 
price index has grown by the rate of the increase in this threshold. The bracket creep in payroll tax that has been 
going on under the Barnett government has been extraordinary, and the end result is that it has been driving an 
outcome in this whole process. 

What has amazed me is that business in Western Australia has not screamed more loudly. In the lead-up to the 
state election, very late in the piece, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia started a 
campaign, but it was way too late in that campaign to make it a central issue of the campaign, and it has again 
gone silent on that matter. The CCI has gone silent on the waste and mismanagement of the Barnett government 
and, ultimately, their membership will continue to pay it. The problem of offering a change in payroll tax—there 
is probably an argument for a review about who pays payroll tax and how to try to exempt small business. 
I accept that it is now an increasing problem for small business and many people who are out there today 
providing goods and services. I spoke to a number of the potato growers who were here at Parliament House 
tonight. I did not speak to any that were paying payroll tax, but I think some of the other suppliers present 
tonight were. Payroll tax is an impost on small businesses and it is something that needs to be restructured so that 
small business is exempt from it. The changes being debated today will only increase the debt of the 
Barnett government. Debt will be $30 billion, and every year, before anything else is done, over $1 billion will 
need to be found—and that is based on record low interest rates in Western Australia.  

Although on face value many small businesses will be relieved by these changes, ultimately they will end up 
paying for the cost of the Barnett government’s waste and mismanagement. That is what this bill is all about. 
Let me recap. This bill is all about highlighting that yet again the Barnett government has had to bring a bill to 
this house to increase the amount of money it collects in revenue for Western Australia and to collect more 
revenue than was predicted at the time of the pre-election financial statements. It is not because this was part of 
the government’s fully funded, fully costed plan; it is because the government has failed to properly budget and, 
therefore, expenses have now shown up in the budget that should have been in the pre-election financial 
statements, but because of poor financial management were never there. Tonight I have used the example of the 
Attorney General’s department, but there are hundreds of others that I could have chosen to use. This has 
happened because the government has wasted money on getting—just in my shadow portfolio area of transport 
alone; I suspect every other shadow minister could give just as many examples—graphic artists’ impressions for 
nothing more than political propaganda purposes. The people of Western Australia—first home owners, land tax 
payers—will now have to pay and fund that. As I say, first home owners in particular are funding not only the 
chaos and dysfunction that occurs in public transport, but also will be paying higher public transport costs and 
for parking at train stations.  
Again, I offer those people who are hit by these taxes and charges in seats across the Perth metropolitan area, if 
they have to pay stamp duty as a result of the passage of this bill when they would not have otherwise have paid 
it, a personal and block-mounted copy—depending on what seat they are in—of the mounted animations 
produced by this government as a symbol of the complete waste and mismanagement of the Barnett government. 
It saddens me that yet again we are in this house debating a revenue bill simply to fund waste and 
mismanagement, and that has to be the focus of how to repair it. The problem is that this waste and 
mismanagement is now becoming structural, because in the general government sector something is happening 
that has never happened before; that is, the state of Western Australia has to pay a significant interest bill. Before 
we do anything else, before we sit down and write any budget in the future, Western Australians have to pay 
interest on the bills of the waste and mismanagement of the Barnett government. As always, the Labor Party 
believes this bill is a disgrace. Although it does not oppose the revenue measures of the Barnett government 
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budget, the opposition highlights that if it did not waste money on plans that it does not implement, animations 
that it does not need, colour schemes that just replicate those of the Liberal Party — 

Hon Kate Doust: Well, they probably didn’t want the National Party ones.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do not get me started on the way the National Party wastes money, because I could take 
it through until 10 o’clock and probably be here all tomorrow as well. The National Party is part of the 
government when it suits it and pretends to be the opposition when things go wrong within the government, but 
it continues to support the government; so it actually supports the bad decisions that caused the problems and 
does nothing to ever change things. Look at the tier 3 rail debate, which members might talk about a bit later on 
this week. The only person on the conservative side of politics in Western Australia who has ever shown 
complete honour and integrity on that issue is Stephen Strange, the shire president of Bruce Rock and the Liberal 
candidate for the Central Wheatbelt seat. He is a man of great integrity who has pursued that issue with vigour. 
There is not a single conservative politician in Western Australia who has shown the courage and commitment to 
their electorate as Stephen Strange has on that issue. Hon Kate Doust has distracted me and we can talk about 
that at another time.  

It is waste and mismanagement that I am dealing with tonight, and a bill to fund it. The opposition vigorously 
opposes the bill. The opposition believes the government should be doing the harder yards to stop waste and 
mismanagement, but, again, as we have seen tonight, the Attorney General has demonstrated in all his glory that 
he just does not get it. With people like that around the cabinet table, no wonder there has been so much waste 
and mismanagement in the Barnett government.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.49 pm]: I thank 
Hon Ken Travers for his comments on the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014. He has given a very articulate 
explanation on what is wrong with the bill. It is an unusual bill, and I am not sure whether in his opening 
remarks he referred to the fact that the bill provides for one tax cut and two tax increases in the same piece of 
legislation. I do not know how often the house deals with bills like this, and it is difficult to decide how to 
respond to a piece of legislation like this, but I certainly agree with my colleague that this bill is the 
government’s poor attempt to try to fix its fiscal problems. Again I say that this government is all about smoke 
and mirrors and purports to be the good friend of small business, but the cold, hard reality as we deal with these 
types of bills and after analysing the detail of the bill is that that is not the case. 
As my colleague has said, this bill seeks to amend three other pieces of legislation. I think that it has been almost 
a year since we sat in this place for an extended period. I wonder whether my colleagues across the way have 
brought their jammies and their doonas to remind themselves of last year’s 24-hour stint.  
Several members interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: We were dealing with the — 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected.  
Hon Sue Ellery: He’s gone mad! He’s lost it! 

Hon KATE DOUST: He probably had one too many potatoes tonight! It is amazing how quickly potatoes can 
convert to alcohol. We dealt with the Duties Legislation Amendment Bill last year, which again was an attempt 
by this government to try to patch up its fiscal holes by, in its language, deferring a decision to remove the 
intangible elements of the duties bill, such as intellectual property and goodwill and a number of other factors. 
Businesses were looking forward to seeing that tax removed. We spent an extended period debating the reasons 
that bill should not go through and how it would harm businesses right across our state. Unfortunately, we were 
not successful on that occasion and that bill went through. We are again dealing with amendments to the Duties 
Act 2008 today and again the government is seeking to impose further increases on businesses. This bill will 
amend the Duties Act, the Land Tax Assessment Act and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002, which are three 
quite significant pieces of legislation that have broad reach across business and others in our community.  

The one issue that I really want to focus on tonight is payroll tax. Payroll tax is perhaps one of the very few 
election promises on which this government appears to be delivering. The government has broken more than 
50 other promises it made prior to the election, but I remember when the commitment was made to reduce the 
payroll tax threshold in two increments, as Hon Ken Travers quite rightly says, very late in the election cycle. 
That was certainly held to last year by this government and finally delivered in this budget. It will be welcomed 
by a lot of businesses across the state. They talk about the need for change in that area. At every meeting I go to 
involving small businesses, they talk about this as being one of the significant issues that will impact upon their 
business and their capacity to employ more staff. I am not too sure how many more staff will be taken on when 
the threshold is increased by $50 000 to $800 000 this year and to $850 000 in 2016, but small business and 
certainly the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, if I recall correctly, wanted the 
government to commit to a much more significant amount. Obviously, that was not delivered, but maybe that is 
something to which future governments will eventually give regard.  
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The first increase in the payroll tax threshold will come in this year and the follow-up increase in 2016. I suppose 
the point that Hon Ken Travers started to talk about was that, on one hand, the government says that it is the true 
friend of small business and it will deliver on this and very few other commitments to small business, but, on the 
other hand, small business will have to pay the price. As has already been referred to, the government has 
increased land tax for the second time—12 per cent last year and 10 per cent this year—and it has increased a 
range of other costs, including electricity and water. The increase in land rates will flow on to small businesses 
through local government, as will the increased power costs associated with street lighting and a range of other 
factors. Small businesses then struggle to pay their way and to make those ends meet as they try to manage 
things. Although, on one hand, they are getting a discount, if you like, on the other hand, they have to find those 
additional dollars. Later I will refer to a document that shows each individual category and the increase not only 
year by year since the change in government but as a total figure. If we pull all those figures together, we see that 
it is a significant cost to small business. A number of small businesses are finding it extremely difficult. I have 
already referred to the comments by the Pharmacy Guild of Australia that for the first time in its history it is 
finding that its members are struggling to survive in a range of shopping centres where all these types of costs to 
which we are referring tonight are put back onto the pharmacist or the retailer in those facilities. A number of 
them have found it difficult to cope and have had to close their doors or reduce the nature and size of their 
business to sustain themselves.  

Last week I was talking to the owner of a small business in a shopping centre in my electorate. This person told 
me that their business pays $14 000 a month in rent, but the landlord came around and said without any 
explanation that their rent would go up by $2 000 a month. They were told that they would have to do all sorts of 
things to change the layout of their business and to add different promotions. All these other costs have been 
passed on. If the increase in land tax and other costs have been put on to the shopping centre management, of 
course, it will pass those costs on to the businesses. This young person asked me what he should do. He has told 
the centre management that he will not do those things because if he has to find $16 000 a month, he will not 
make any money and he will not be able to pay his bills. He told management that if it has to find another tenant, 
so be it. That is the response from a number of retailers in that centre. Their rents are being put up on a fairly 
regular basis—an annual basis, if you like—without justification or a full explanation. If the centre management 
explained to these retailers that because the state government has increased land tax, electricity costs and a range 
of other costs, it has to pass on to the retailers the increased charges from local government, the retailers might 
understand. It would not help them, but maybe they would understand it. This one example of these types of 
pressures being placed upon small businesses is probably being played out in a range of shopping centres 
scattered throughout the state. It is a common complaint. We on this side have talked about the need to genuinely 
provide small business with real assistance.  

One of those things that we have talked about in the past to help those retailers is a lease register so that when 
they sign up to a lease, everything is laid out for them and they do not get these shocks at some stage during their 
lease cycle when the centre management tells them to pay up or else. That puts a huge burden on people. We are 
finding that a lot of those small businesses have to fold up and walk away. I use retailers as the example because 
anything from a business operated by two or three people to a business that employs a significant number of 
people will be impacted in a positive way, one would hope, by these payroll tax changes but in a negative way 
by these other changes that it will have to cover. We have only to go to any number of shopping centres 
throughout our electorates to see the number of retail outlets that have closed because they can no longer afford 
to sustain their business. They can no longer afford to pay the outrageous and unjustifiable rates, and government 
does not have any answer for them. It is the private sector, but some mechanism needs to be in place so that there 
is an even, fair and balanced playing field for these people.  

So that is a significant issue. It is all very well and good to bring in a change to the thresholds and, as I have said, 
it is warmly welcomed, but it is how those small businesses then have to manage and afford all of those other 
costs that are pushed back onto them, particularly given that we now know that the heat is coming off the boom. 
We saw today BHP has just dropped 500 workers; there is talk that there may be more. These will be issues that 
small businesses who relied on those workforces, particularly in the north west, will now have to readjust their 
expectations in their markets. We have another flow-on issue from the heat coming off the boom in small 
business; namely, what do we do with all these people?  

That brings me to the next thing I want to talk about that reflects the impact of these decisions on small business. 
Last Friday night I was very pleased to attend the annual WAiTA function—that is, the Western Australian 
Information Technology and Telecommunications Alliance. Unfortunately, the minister was not there, but 
Hon Tony Simpson was there in his place. I know that Hon Tony Simpson is a great supporter of the ITC 
industry on a personal level and he has been a frequent attender. The function is held on an annual basis. Several 
hundred people working in the IT industry, who represent a diversity of businesses, attended, be they from very 
small through to medium and large organisations in our state, both private and public. It was very interesting 
function. Probably, for the first time, I am really sorry that the Minister for Commerce was not able to be there 
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that night because I would have been interested in his reaction to the speakers on that occasion. This awards 
night is a very long night, but it is a long night because it has a lot of valuable people who are represented there. 
But for the first time ever, the presenters at the function talked about, in a negative way, the lack of government 
engagement by this state government in supporting their businesses, industry or sector in Western Australia. 

They did not hold back. They did not hold back in talking about the fact that this government has no strategy, it 
has no plan, it has no idea of what to do when the boom left us, and also what to do with other workers coming 
into the workplace.  

The speakers also talked about a new report that was released last week by iTnews, which inquired into how the 
various state governments and the Northern Territory address IT in their respective states. I must say it was very 
embarrassing that night to hear that Western Australia scrapes the bottom of the barrel. The state has no plan, no 
strategy and no dedicated minister. This is absolutely relevant. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Who produced the report?  

Hon KATE DOUST: iTnews.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Who are they?  

Hon KATE DOUST: They are obviously a research or a media organisation. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Obviously nothing—who are they?  

Hon KATE DOUST: The minister should look at the report. He has a raft of staff to go and do that! A raft of 
staff! 

Hon Michael Mischin: You are holding them up as an authority; who are they? 

Hon KATE DOUST: This group, or organisation, is obviously very well regarded by the industry, even if the 
minister is not aware of it, and I think that is indicative of the problem alerted to by this organisation. 
It addressed criteria for each state, and I will just go through them, given it is a serious issue. ITnews states — 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they do! Actually, they do. If the minister wants to get to his feet, he should give it 
his best shot. He should give his best shot! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: He is an abject failure in this space!  

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! That includes you, Hon Kate Doust, when I said “Order!” Sorry for 
shouting, Hansard. Just stick to the topic at hand and address your remarks through the Chair, and I will ask the 
Minister for Commerce to also try to refrain from making his contribution from his chair sitting down.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Madam Acting President, and I will be very happy to address you because I 
know that you have an interest in this space.  

Each of the states had a series of questions put to them, and I will just go through the Western Australian list 
first. The criteria that were addressed included whether the state has an ICT policy. No. The report states — 

Have a stance on cloud computing (including offshore) that is clear to IT executives? Yes.  

There is a plus, and I think there are only two in the whole criteria list! It states — 

Have a minister with clear ICT authority? No.  

Now I know that notionally we do; I know that the Minister for Commerce is notionally responsible for IT and 
for the digital economy of this state. But we know that effectively in this last budget this government has 
collapsed that department and merged it with a commercialisation department. A raft of programs has been shut 
down, and that type of negative change is the reason why we have to deal with this type of bill, because the 
government cannot manage its budget.  

The criteria list continues — 

Is there a formal structure that allows CIO voices to be heard up the line? No. 

Is investment into projects properly governed and awarded on business merit? No.  

Is the progress of projects monitored beyond sign off (i.e. gateway reviews)? Yes.  

The thing is that there are no projects now except for the Square Kilometre Array and that is really in the science 
portfolio. The report continues — 

Has it properly identified what the problems are (audit; review etc.)?     No.  
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Has it left ample time to address legacy IT issues before they become urgent?    No.  

Is IT funded properly, or is it only paid attention when savings need to be found?   No.  

Is innovation rewarded?          
 No.  

Do agencies buy-in to the whole-of-government vision?      No.  

I must say, we have seen a recent example of that given the way the government has fuddled through its 
Fiona Stanley Hospital and Royal Perth Hospital patient data records.  

I continue — 

Does the government have the skills to realise its vision? No.  

The list very clearly shows the abject failure on the part of this government. If we go through this report, we will 
see that at a change of government—a number of these changes of government have been Liberal governments 
around the country—they actually move very quickly to pick up on this issue and realise the capacity to not only 
save money, but also become more productive and assist and support small business in their state with this area 
of work. This is about significant change, and it is embarrassing, given that here in Western Australia, since 
2008, this government has systematically shut down funding and support mechanisms in this area for not just the 
private sector; it also has not effectively worked its own government sector to manage these processes.  

If I turn back to look at how can we work through this, this is about the government having a strategy, and we 
know that the government has no strategy because we have a minister who does not understand the benefit of 
ICT to industry and to government.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Which program is being shut down? Help me out.  

Hon KATE DOUST: We do not have a Premier who understands the benefits of ICT to the state.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I can’t hear what is going on, Madam Chair.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Are you wanting to make a point of order from sitting down in your chair, 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I am just saying — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: No, you are making a contribution sitting down from your chair and that is not 
allowed in this chamber.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You’re kidding! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Kate Doust.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you. So we have a double combination of a minister who is not interested and a 
Premier who does not understand the benefit.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I am interested; tell me which programs. 

Hon KATE DOUST: And the government has slashed the funding — 

Point of Order 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have a point order, Madam Acting President. I have sat here and I have tolerated the 
Attorney General’s interjections because I have a loud voice. It is clear that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
has not been inviting the interjections. The Attorney General has consistently ignored your requests for members 
not to interject, and I ask you to remind him and to enforce your earlier rulings upon him.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Thank you, Hon Ken Travers. It is not really a point of order, 
but I would ask the Attorney General if, perhaps, he could do the courtesy to everybody in the chamber, but 
especially to Hansard, who do an amazing job. It is coming up to their winter break also, and everyone is looking 
forward to that and the sooner we can get through the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill, the sooner we can get to 
the winter break. So please, if I could ask again for no interjections. If the members on my right need to make a 
contribution to this debate, they will get their opportunity at the appropriate time. They will not do so from 
sitting in their chairs.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. So as I was saying, we have a minister who is not 
interested and a Premier who does not understand. They have used this particular part of government as a soft 
target to cut funding to try to resolve their own fiscal mismanagement for other parts of the state.  
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It has missed opportunities, and that was apparent even today when I asked questions about the Innovation 
Centre at Bentley Technology Park. That is an important facility that is replicated in a number of states. 
I encourage members, if they ever get the opportunity, to have a look at the South Australian BioSA Incubator, 
which is fabulous and light years ahead of where we are. The Incubator is very important in terms of providing 
initial support for start-ups in that state. As I said earlier, anyone going to a Western Australian Information 
Technology and Telecommunications Alliance function will see that we have an enormous talent pool in 
Western Australia of people working at various levels of product. I am always in awe of these people, but they 
always make the complaint that they do not get support from government; the WA state government does not 
understand how to support the information and communications technology sector, and frankly it is not 
interested. 

The only thing this government is interested in is the mining and resources sector; it is not focused on any other 
area, so when the heat comes off the resources boom, the government is going to be caught with its pants down. 
That is happening and I do not think the government has any idea about how to deal with this situation. I worry 
that it is now too late to provide support. 

Reference is made in this report to shared services, so I give that to the minister, but it also talks about 
Fiona Stanley Hospital and the fact that it was originally to be a paperless facility; however, a range of concerns 
have forced the opening of that $2 billion health centre to be put on hold, and there will be plenty of paper for at 
least a few more years. It would be great for Fiona Stanley and all the other hospitals to be paperless, and I know 
that a number of members have also tried to achieve that, but if the government does not understand the value of 
supporting the industry or the value of ICT into the future, there is no point. 

There are many other areas also. I encourage members to read this report; it is only a few pages long. However, 
the fact that Western Australia has been highlighted as being an abject failure in this space is an embarrassment. 
This is a state that has been raking in the dollars from the resources boom; we have had an almighty boom in the 
north west of the state for a number of years, so we have to ask ourselves: “What’s the government done with the 
dollars? Where’s the benefit of the boom?” I can tell members that the benefit of the boom has not flowed to the 
ICT sector, and there certainly has not been any support from this government, because it continues to cull the 
people it should be assisting in that space. I do not understand why the minister is not embarrassed by this 
report — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Because it’s nonsense. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is not nonsense; the Minister for Commerce cannot even name the people who work in 
his office, he cannot name who is doing what, he cannot name the projects, and he cannot name the work that is 
being done. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon KATE DOUST: We have a vital, alternative and sustainable industry that stands alone but also can and 
does work within the mining and resources sector. It is fully capable of being a separate, sustainable, diverse and 
job-creating industry. Companies of significant size, hopefully, will not have to pay the payroll tax if they are 
over the limit, but the private sector in this space is really struggling. The government is not engaged in this 
space and not looking towards the future, and the industry is asking us, “What are they doing to encourage young 
people into the sector? What are they doing to educate young people about the value of working in the ICT 
sector?” I think there is a real gap there, and I have referred to this issue in other speeches. I hope the Minister 
for Education is listening, because unless we do something to significantly emphasise the value of maths and 
science to our students, from primary education all the way through, and to encourage them to look at ICT as a 
viable employment and business opportunity, we are going to be the poor cousins in South-East Asia. These are 
the jobs of the future, and if the government cannot provide appropriate and ongoing support through the digital 
economy and commercialisation sections of the Department of Commerce, and through the Innovation Centre at 
Bentley Technology Park, we will have serious problems. 

Last Friday night was a significant wake-up call, and it was very refreshing to see senior people in the industry 
stand up and unanimously critique this government as loudly and openly as they did. I was looking forward to 
the speech by the Minister for Local Government, on behalf of the Premier. Hon Tony Simpson went up to the 
podium and told us all how he had had a rough day with the seniors. Having listened to the speech by the chair 
of WAITTA, maybe people in this sector might want to think about a rally or a petition or something like that. 
I am happy to personally help accommodate that. The minister then went on to say to the 600 or 700 people in 
that room, “You need to make yourself known to government. If you want to get change, you need to make 
yourself known to government.” I sat there and thought, “Well mate, you’re the minister. This is a significant 
employer in our state. ‘Make yourself known to the government?’” 

Hon Ken Travers: This is WAITTA. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, WAITTA—the peak organisation. It is doing the things that government does not do 
because it does not want to. It is supporting the industry, providing incentives, and helping to provide pathways 
for small businesses in our state, but the government is not prepared to do that. 

That was a bit of a shock, so I am looking forward to people working in the ICT sector well and truly making 
themselves known to the government and the minister, but there has to be significant change. I have been talking 
about this issue ever since the Labor Party lost government because when we were in government we had a plan 
in place to look after this industry and we understood the need to energise and support the industry because it is 
about jobs for the future. I know that we are losing a lot of talented people and product overseas because this 
state does not have any skin in the game. The government might deflect that report, but I encourage members to 
go through it because it is a telling and damning report that should act as a wake-up call to this government to 
invest in this space; otherwise, the lights will be out for us and we will lose job opportunities. Employers will not 
be able to build their numbers sufficiently to even have to worry about payroll tax. This is a significant issue. 
I would be pleasantly surprised if the minister and the Premier were to engage with the industry to develop a 
strategy. If they were to announce and deliver that strategy, I would be the first to congratulate them, but I do not 
think I am going to have to worry about that. Nevertheless, I look forward to that opportunity if it ever comes up 
and I say to members to feel free to go back and find that report; I am happy to share it. 

The government gives with one hand and takes with the other. I have found the statistics for cost-of-living 
increases under the Barnett government. Over the six years of the Liberal government, the increase in electricity 
is $741. That is the residential tariff; the L1/L2 tariff might be slightly higher. The seven-year increase in water 
rates is about 90 per cent, or $328. The seven-year increase for water, sewerage and drainage is 62 per cent or 
$576. Public transport, although probably not an issue that too many businesses have to worry about, but 
something my colleague Hon Ken Travers will be very concerned about, has increased by almost 30 per cent. 
Cost-of-living increases overall are nearly 49 per cent. Tagging with that are the increases that local governments 
have to engage with and then pass on, so small businesses have to try to manage those as well. I referred earlier 
to the issue of street lighting, which we know has been a significant issue. In 2014–15 the increased cost is 
3.5 per cent to five per cent, and then there are some other increments as we go into the out years. 

Small businesses in the long term will also have to deal with the government’s botched proposals for local 
government amalgamation. Again, this falls back on the lap of Hon Tony Simpson, so he was not having a great 
day on Friday; I think they gave a bit of a slap around about that, also. That will ultimately also become an issue 
for small businesses, and I am not sure that the government has addressed that. It is proposing to move lines 
rather than make significant reform and real changes to local government, and nobody has addressed the impact 
on small businesses in terms of changes to the fees and charges incurred as a result of dealing with local 
government. Nobody has talked about having uniformity of costs across the sector. Nobody has talked about 
having uniformity in the forms and applications that people need to fill out. Nobody has talked about having 
uniformity of processes. Today there was an article in the press about the different types of planning applications 
that are required by local governments. A lot of these issues will fall back onto small business, and they will 
have to find a way to manage it. 

People say to us on this side that the Liberal government is the friend of small business. I really do not know 
whether it is. Although the government might do some shop-front dressing with payroll tax, there are many other 
costs that small businesses have to deal with. I referred to the duties tax deferment. I think that is the polite word 
that is used by this government when it is not going to do something. There have been significant cost changes 
for small business. 

This Thursday will be very interesting, because we will have our regular meeting at Parliament House with the 
regional chambers of commerce. This year, we will have one of the largest turnouts that we have ever had, 
because 21 regional chambers will be represented from across the state. I have spoken to the chambers a couple 
of times in the past, and the matters that we are talking about today—the land tax increases and the payroll tax 
threshold—are matters that they talk about a lot. I imagine that these matters will come up again on Thursday. 
They want to know from us what we will be doing about this. All I can say is that, given our numbers, all we can 
do is try to hold the government to account and try to keep it honest. That is a difficult task with this 
government. I hope that when I speak to the chambers on Thursday, they will ask me those questions. I want to 
talk to them about all the other hidden costs and how they are managing those, and also about how they are 
dealing with the changes that the government purports are good for them. A number of state government 
ministers will also be meeting with that significant group, and I hope they will be able to answer those questions. 
The people in regional areas have real concerns. They want to know what the government will do to assist their 
businesses as the jobs drop off in the mining sector in the north west, and how they will be able to afford the 
ever-increasing taxes that this government is seeking to impose on them, and the utility and other living costs 
that are associated with operating in that part of our state. I do not believe that this Liberal government is truly 
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the friend of small business in our state. I think that is a great furphy. The small businesses in our state are 
bearing the burden of the Liberal badge. They have been conned. 

This year, even our good friend the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia was critical of this 
government. In fact, there are not many groups in the business sector that have given a favourable mention to 
this government. We all know that because of the government’s financial mismanagement, this state lost its 
AAA credit rating. We all know that we have this ever-burgeoning state debt. No-one can explain why state debt 
is blowing out, given that this government came into office with such a low rate of debt. We have the Premier, 
who is a former head of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and an economist. We 
have Minister Nahan, who is a right-wing think-tank economist. We had the former Treasurer, who won some 
prize at university for accounting or economics. We have these people who claim to know what they are doing. 
But, under their watch, things are not looking so sweet in Western Australia.  

I thank my colleague Hon Ken Travers, who talked about some of the vanity projects that this government is 
engaged in. The message is now starting to get through, and a lot of people in the community and a lot of small 
businesses are saying, “We are doing it really tough. Why does the government need to do these things?” If the 
government wants to save money, there is almost $1 billion in two projects alone that could be saved and 
channelled back into assisting these small businesses and these members of our community. 

I have referred to the land tax increases, both last year and this year, and the flow-on implications for small 
business. Reference has been made to first home owners. Although there have not been any change to the grants 
available to first home owners who purchase a new home, a significant change has been made for first home 
owners who purchase an established home. I had discussions with the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia 
before the budget and it talked about its views on this issue. I just need to find my document. REIWA was 
concerned about the fact that there would be a great rush before 1 July to buy a property in the price range of 
between $430 000 and $500 000. Things will now be even harder for many first home owners, many of whom 
are young people, because they will now have to pay stamp duty. That will mean that they will need to save a bit 
harder and a bit longer. They may miss out on the property that they want to purchase. It may force a lot of 
people into purchasing a property further away from their desired place of living and further and further into the 
suburbs. A lot of families like living in the suburbs, but we need to make sure that the infrastructure is in place to 
support those families. I think about suburbs such as Southern River and Jandakot that are ever-growing; every 
time we turn around a corner there is a new house and a new family. I see that Hon Nick Goiran is noting that. 
We need to make sure that these families have appropriate infrastructure to support them, and I do not think that 
is the case yet. So that is an ongoing issue. I have lost my train of thought on that. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I have that effect on people! 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I know! One look and I just lost it! It was very distracting. 

Tonight I looked up realestate.com.au. I have not looked at housing prices for a while in that patch, so I thought 
I would see how many homes are available for sale in Jandakot under $400 000, because if the threshold is 
$430 000, more people will be looking in that space. Less than a handful of properties are available in that price 
range. Everything else in that area is well and truly over the $550 000 mark and up into the $800 000 mark, 
which I think is quite pricey. I imagine that would be the case for a lot of the newer developments in the band 
from Southern River through to Jandakot and even to parts of Cockburn. That puts a lot of pressure on young 
couples who want to buy a home. 

There has been a lot of talk about people downsizing and getting a simpler property to start with, and that is nice, 
or buying a flat. But flats are not cheap either. One of my daughters has been through that process recently, and 
I can tell members that they will not get much for $300 000—perhaps a flat that is above a kebab shop in 
Cannington. That is a good starting point, but it is pretty tough for people. 

This bill will make it even harder for first home buyers. It will be interesting to see the impact on the real estate 
market and whether people will put off purchasing a home, or whether they will save up to take out a larger loan 
so that they can buy a more expensive or a larger place. All these things will have flow-on implications for the 
sector. We all know that the decisions that have been made by this government and the matters that we are 
dealing with in this legislation are, as Hon Ken Travers said, to deal with the mismanagement and waste of this 
government. Unfortunately, because of the poor decision-making and the poor fiscal management of this 
government, Western Australian taxpayers have to foot the bill and pay the price. Be they in business, a 
ratepayer or a first home buyer, they have been hit. In fact, we would find very few people in this state who have 
not been impacted in a negative way by this budget and then smacked around the head by the federal Liberal 
government as well. In Western Australia we have had a double dose of negativity. 

Government members can come into this place and paint these things any way they like; we know that they have 
become the masters of spin and blast. But, at the end of the day, this type of legislation will not deliver in the 
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long term the positive outcome that people want or expect. Come 2016, it will be interesting to see whether the 
government delivers on the full payroll tax threshold change or whether some other financial crisis arises before 
that time and the government has to come back and say, “We really wanted to do that, but X has happened and 
we have to claw back again.” We know that this government has had to cull staff from the public sector and cull 
facilities, staff and services throughout the education area. It has had to reduce front-line services. I worry about 
where all those non-government organisations that initially received funding from the government will be in the 
next couple of years in providing services to the community. I do not think that government members will prove 
to be the fiscal managers that they purported to be when they went to the 2008 and 2013 elections. I think that 
the people of Western Australia are waking up. I think they now understand that the Premier is not a man of his 
word; he will say one thing and do another. We now know that this government is not capable of delivering upon 
its promises, and all that these people will see as a result of this boom is more and more hardship, and more and 
more adaptation of their lives. 

In the last week or so I have received letters from seniors, telling me how they have had to adjust their lifestyles 
since these budgetary changes have come in over the last couple of years. I can tell members that they were 
really sad letters. I do not think the government understands the implications of its decisions for people in the 
community and how tough they are doing it. Every time the government brings in a bill such as this, there will be 
implications for people, and they will have to make lifestyle changes. Hopefully, in due course people will have 
had enough and we will start to see more and more of what we saw on Friday, with, I think, a town hall full of 
seniors who were angry and upset about how their lifestyles have been impacted negatively by the state 
government. I think we will see more anger in the community and, hopefully, in due course people will say that 
enough is enough and that this mob will have to go because it cannot manage the dollars, and every decision it 
makes, makes their lives harder and worse. Hopefully, they will seek a change. 

I agree with my colleague. I think this bill has been brought in to cover the government—to cover up its 
mismanagement and the fact that it cannot balance the books. It has spent on its vanity projects, but it cannot 
deliver real outcomes for the community, and again the Western Australian taxpayer will have to suffer the 
consequences. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [9.34 pm]: I, too, rise to support the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill 2014 and to put my comments on it on the public record. This bill seeks to amend three acts: 
the Duties Act 2008, the Land Tax Act 2002 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002. The first two of these 
measures was announced in the 2014–15 state budget and makes changes to the first home buyer transfer duty 
concession and introduces a new land tax scale from 2014–15. The third measure seeks to amend the Pay-roll 
Tax Assessment Act 2002 to implement the government’s 2013 election commitment to progressively increase 
the payroll tax exemption threshold from $750 000 to $850 000. That is all simple. Whilst I was sitting here, 
listening to the contributions of my colleagues, I was looking at my documentation from the budget papers and 
thought to myself that the Duties Act 2008 and the Land Tax Act 2002 bring in tax increases and if we look at 
the forward estimates, we see that the total revenue generated from both of them is $550 million—that is, the 
adjustment to property value thresholds for first home buyers by a transfer duty concession, and the land tax rate 
increase. These are also a part of the government’s fiscal action plan, and the fiscal action plan is one of a 
number of spending risks faced by this government. 

As I sat here I thought to myself that given the pain and the pus that this is likely to cause to home first buyers, 
particularly the adjustment to property value thresholds for first home buyer transfer duty concessions, and given 
the pain and pus that it might cause to the building industry, which has a very important role to play in the 
economic health of a state or nation, and given the pain and pus it is likely to cause to real estate agents and 
everyone else who is involved in the provision of housing and land to first home buyers, it did not seem to be the 
main game. Here we are talking about taxing $550 million through the land tax rate increase and the adjustments 
to the thresholds for first home buyer transfer concessions, and at the same time we have a budget that is 
predicated on a number of assumptions, many of which are very, very shaky in their structure. We also have a 
whole range of spending risks that, if not managed properly and effectively, will have a devastating impact on 
this budget, on the government’s finances and on the future of this state, and on Western Australian taxpayers. 
This is going to be a phenomenal problem for this government or, indeed, any other government that comes into 
power. 

I am happy to support the second reading speech, but, really, I think this is just another example of the 
government not having its eye on the main game and not even understanding its own budget or what should be 
the priorities of government when it comes to the expenditure and revenue in this state. Let me tell members 
what I think is the main game. The main game is these spending risks, and I want to put them on the record. 
Another thing that has become very, very apparent is how secretive this government is on any matter that relates 
to the budget or to these spending risks. We cannot get anything out of this government. Anyway, I want to put 
these on the public record, and then I will deal with the detail of what we have before us. Certainly, in terms of 
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major spending risks, as outlined on page 37 of budget paper No 3—I will work my way through some of these 
because I think it is very important—we are talking about substantial sums of money that will be lost if this 
whole process is not managed properly.  

The first one is headed “Asset Investment”, and states — 

The estimates contained in this mid-year review are based on the latest infrastructure cost projections 
available to agencies. Variations in infrastructure costs may occur as a result of a number of factors 
including market conditions, the capacity of the construction sector, and the commercial outcome of 
any ongoing negotiations between the State and its contractors to resolve outstanding contractual 
claims. The State’s Asset Investment Program also includes some projects that are subject to 
confirmation of Commonwealth funding, further planning and definition of scope and design, 
finalisation of contract negotiations, and/or other events. 

I want to touch on Fiona Stanley Hospital but before I do, having noted that asset investment is probably one of 
the biggest risks to the budget and some projects are subject to confirmation of commonwealth funding, further 
planning and definition of scope and design, finalisation of contract negotiations and/or other events, I thought it 
would be a good idea if the Western Australian taxpayer knew what these were and understood how much 
money might be at risk. These are very reasonable questions. I asked a question on notice on Thursday, 8 May 
2014 of the Minister for Mental Health representing the Treasurer. Referring to the 2012–13 midyear review, 
I asked — 

(a) of the State’s Asset Investment Program, will the Minister list those projects that are subject to 
further planning, definition of scope and design; 

(b) what is the estimated value of the further planning, definition of scope and design for each 
project; 

(c) will the Minister advise of the expected completion date for the planning, definition of scope 
and design of each project; and 

(d) if no to (c), why not? 

This is supposed to be a transparent government providing information to the people of this state through the 
Parliament. The answer was — 

(a) Consistent with the Strategic Asset Management Framework, projects for which business case 
and funding approval have been obtained are included in the State’s Asset Investment Program 
at that time. However, this is generally before the more detailed project definition phase. As a 
result, there would likely be a significant number of projects within the State’s Asset 
Investment Program that are subject to further planning, definition of scope and design. 
However, a definitive list of those projects is not available. 

(b) The value of any further planning, definition of scope and design would need to be 
accommodated within the approved funding allocation for each project. 

(c) See (b) above. 

(d) Not applicable (see above). 

It is shocking that on a matter so important, a matter in which the government should be transparent and a matter 
that is critical to the effectiveness of the budget, this government feels that it can fail in its duty to provide the 
information to this Parliament. That is exactly what it does, and that is what it has done in this case. 

I do not want to go through the three questions I asked. I have made my point. For those members who are 
interested in the state’s asset investment program and the extent to which it poses a risk to the state finances, 
I draw their attention to question 1208 from me to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Treasurer, 
asked on Thursday, 8 May 2014. That was the second question that also provided close to a nil response. I asked 
a third question, question 1209, on Thursday, 8 May 2014 of the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Minister for Transport, also in relation to the state’s asset investment program, which also provided almost no 
information at all. I will put that to one side. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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