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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Ordinary 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.28 pm]:  I move -  

That the House do now adjourn. 

Retrospective Payroll Tax Assessments - Adjournment Debate 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.29 pm]:  I take this opportunity to comment on retrospective 
payroll tax assessments.  The Government promised industry that the new payroll tax rules regarding contractors 
would be out prior to the budget.  Unless they are released today, the Government has reneged on that promise.  
In the meantime, the Government has sent out retrospective payroll tax assessments to numerous companies.  
This legislation was enacted in 1982, but the tax commissioner made no attempt to impose his retrospective 
regime during the term of the previous Government.  There is little doubt that the legislation gives the power to 
collect the tax; however, just because that power is available, it does not mean that the use of that power is 
morally right or even sensible.  The course upon which the Government has set itself is both immoral and 
incorrect.  It is immoral because it attacks business retrospectively and imposes a substantial cost that has not 
been budgeted for.  It is no use saying that it was always the law, because it was never enforced.  In most cases, 
businesses made no provision to meet the impost.  The Government should be under no illusion that this measure 
will not cost jobs.   

At least seven companies in the engineering and construction industry have recently been through payroll tax 
audits.  The reassessments ranged from $600 000 to more than $1 million and went back from three to six years.  
That industry uses genuine contractors.  One company found that, of the contractors assessed as employees by 
the tax commissioner, 33 per cent had worked for less than one year in five for the company concerned and had 
earned less that $10 000.  Clearly, the definition of “contractor” being applied is incorrect.  These businesses 
have no means to recover these taxes from the contractors in question.   

The Treasurer has indicated that building industry contractors are bona fide, but engineering and construction 
subcontractors are not.  Could that be because one industry is more unionised than the other?  That is a clear case 
of discrimination.  The relentless attack on one aspect of industry will definitely cost jobs.  It is apparent to any 
observer that this Government does not care a great deal about jobs.  It was happy to destroy the best managed 
and most sustainable forest industry in the world.  In doing so, it tore the heart out of country towns in regional 
Western Australia.  It has also changed industrial relations in this State as, in step with the unions, it marches 
mindlessly to an ideological tune that will see us advance in circles.   

The bright spot in our economy is the mining industry.  Despite the many imposts inflicted on it, it still manages 
to drive our growth.  My electorate encompasses most of the major mining areas and my inquiries tell me that 
the Government’s so-called reforms are not wanted.  They will inevitably lead to a reduction in take-home pay 
and a loss of jobs.  I mention this to demonstrate just how little concern this Government has for workers and 
their jobs.  It may well be ingratiating itself with the unions, but it is another story with the workers.  The course 
the Government is embarking upon is in a real sense retrospective.   

The moral thing to do would be to tell business that henceforth payroll tax will be calculated using the new 
regime.  The Government must state clearly who is and who is not a contractor.  It should then give business a 
period of grace in which to apply that definition.  The Government can hardly claim that it needs the money, 
because in the past it has not collected it.  It could not have been and was not budgeted for.  It would be sensible 
to scrap payroll tax, because it is a tax on jobs.  It was supposed to be phased out with the advent of the goods 
and services tax, but unfortunately it has become an irresistible milking cow for the Government.  We can blame 
the Australian Democrats for their stupid fiddling with the GST.  They increased its complexity enormously, 
reduced income and caused a transfer of income to the better off in our society.   

We should still seek to abolish payroll tax.  That could be done by imposing a small turnover tax on the 
gambling industry or by raising a debits tax on all financial outlays transacted through financial institutions.  I 
suspect that a rate of about 0.1 of one per cent would be enough.  Although they would be unpopular measures, 
they would share the burden of taxation far more equitably.  Spreading the tax burden in that way would remove 
the direct impost on employment, which would benefit everyone.   

The Australian Taxation Office has recently behaved in a very unethical way.  It has reassessed tax refunds on 
tax minimisation schemes and hit people with massive reassessment bills.  In many cases, the people concerned 
have no capacity to pay.  That has led to marriage breakdowns and suicides.  It has also caused bankruptcies, and 
it will cause many more.  Ultimately, it is at best a zero-sum game and could very well prove to be negative for 
revenue.  The Office of State Revenue is behaving in the same manner.  Although the targeted people are fewer 
in number, the consequences will be similar.  It appears that this Government wishes to destroy businesses that 
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employ people.  This Government supports unionism but is anti-employment.  I am well aware that we in One 
Nation do not have the balance of power in this place and therefore have little chance to change or stop 
dangerous legislation.  However, in politics, as in most things, the worm will turn.  We look forward to the next 
election, by which time it will be most apparent that this State needs a vision tempered with pragmatic 
commonsense. 

Party Status - Adjournment Debate 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [11.35 pm]:  I would like to put some words on the record to indicate 
my strong objection to a suggestion made by Hon Frank Hough of the One Nation party in this place earlier this 
evening during debate on the Labour Relations Reform Bill.  He suggested that the minister’s praise of the work 
of Hon Dee Margetts on that Bill was an indication that the Greens (WA) would be paid for their support for the 
Bill by the Premier granting them party status and $330 000 in parliamentary resources.  Mr President, I put on 
the record that there is absolutely no substance whatsoever to that slur on our integrity and motivation, and I am 
sure the member knows that very well. 

Since Hon Frank Hough raised that matter, and since other members would be aware that the issue of minor 
party status was recently reported in The West Australian, I will expand a little by explaining to the House that, 
for obvious reasons, the Greens decided immediately after the state election last year to seek redress of the unfair 
discrimination of the current definition of a party in this Parliament.  Party status is currently limited to parties 
that have five members of Parliament in the Legislative Assembly only.  Because of a loophole in the definition, 
parties that have the same number of members in the Legislative Council do not conform.  We have therefore 
been writing to the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, since March of last year seeking redress of this inequitable 
situation.  I seek leave to table our first letter to Dr Gallop dated 9 March 2001. 

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1426.] 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It is particularly ironic, given the appalling remarks of Hon Frank Hough, that the 
Greens suggested to the Premier that the threshold in the Legislative Council for recognition of party status be 
set at three members rather than five, precisely to include that member’s party in these arrangements so that all 
parties in this Parliament are treated fairly. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Except the Liberal Party. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Liberals have party status; therefore, it is not an issue for the member’s party. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  No, the Premier decided to take five staff equivalents off us and give them to the National 
Party so that they had a bod each.  If you look at the resources, you will end up with substantially more resources 
than the Liberal Party in this House has. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I do not know if that is the case. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I am telling you it is the case. 

Hon John Fischer:  That is the penalty of being in coalition with the Nationals, boys! 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  We assume that we would have the same resources as the National Party, simply 
because we have the same number of members.   

It is particularly ironic that we have sought to include One Nation in these arrangements.  The current threshold 
is five members in the Legislative Assembly, or 10 per cent of the number of members in that House, and it 
should be 10 per cent of the number of members in this House.  I seek leave to table correspondence in which we 
put to the Premier that we wanted to make that threshold three members, the correspondence clarifying that the 
Greens do not seek to have a party leader and that we do not seek any amendments to the Salaries and 
Allowances Act.  I also seek leave to table another recent document, which is the Premier’s response to this 
ongoing correspondence in which we have been engaged in a rather one-sided way since March of last year.  
Finally, on Monday of this week, the Premier responded to the letter requesting that the threshold be three 
members with a determination that the Government did not support our position in that way; it did not think that 
was a suitable threshold and wished to keep to “the requirement for at least five members” because it saw that as 
a more appropriate level of representation.  I seek leave to table those documents. 

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1427.] 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It is a further irony that, despite what Hon Frank Hough was implying, the Premier 
has agreed to pay us absolutely nothing.  The Premier has only given an indication that at some time in the near 
future he will introduce a Bill into this Parliament, although he has indicated that no appropriation of any 
resources will go with the Bill; therefore it is a hollow promise.  We have wanted to point out through this whole 
crusade that we should be recognised as a party in this Parliament.  We want to be treated in the same way as 
other parties in this Parliament.  The situation with the balance of power involves a huge responsibility and a 
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very complex workload, and almost every sector of the Western Australian community seeks access to the 
Greens party for that reason, so there is an additional justification for this matter to be redressed in the near 
future.  It is very unfortunate and inappropriate that these kinds of decisions are made by the Premier.  It would 
be better if decisions concerning the allocation of resources to political parties were made in an apolitical way by 
a body such as the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, which determines matters of a similar nature, because this 
is not the kind of matter that should be dealt with in a political way, precisely because they give rise to the type 
of slur that was made against us earlier this evening in the context of the Labour Relations Reform Bill.  I ask the 
member opposite: why do we have to conduct politics in this way?  Why do we have to be nasty to one another?  
There is absolutely no reason at all.  Why is it necessary to make appalling accusations when we have absolutely 
no justification for those accusations?  It seems to me that it is in the interests of all members of this Parliament 
that we improve the standard of our conduct and speech in this place.   

Kyoto Protocol - Adjournment Debate 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.45 pm]:  Earlier today I asked a question of the minister 
representing the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.  That question was about comments made by Ms 
Candy Broad of the Victorian Parliament.  The minister’s response was -  

The Victorian Minister for Energy and Resources is quite correct in her view that there is a potential 
loss of large investment in Australia if the federal Government fails to ratify the Kyoto Protocol.   

The minister said also -  

The Western Australian Labor Government has embarked on a process of engagement with industry, 
environmental groups, academia, key stakeholders and the general public about greenhouse gas 
emissions and challenges as part of its greenhouse strategy.   

Members would be aware of already significant concerns about the potential 35 per cent greenhouse gas blow-
out in the Pilbara region.  That is not to say in any way, shape or form that the Greens (WA) oppose industry.  
However, we must make sure that industry develops in a balanced way in light of the problems faced by this 
planet.  I turn now to a statement that was made by the Premier on 8 May and that is almost apropos to the 
statement that was made by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.  The Premier said when addressing 
the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia that this Government is going for growth.  He 
repeated that statement tonight on the news.  I have no problem with growth, but it must be balanced against the 
requirements of the planet.   

While these statements have been made, it is important to note that yesterday the pre-eminent and most 
conservative group of scientists involved in the International Panel on Climate Change, namely the Hadley 
Centre for Climate Prediction and Research, which is part of the British Bureau of Meteorology, identified that - 
whoops - it looks like it has made a mistake and that it will be warmer by the end of the century than it had 
previously predicted.  Geoff Jenkins, the head of the Hadley centre, said that recent revisions showed much 
greater output of greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide than earlier estimated.  It is interesting that it 
identified that this expansion of carbon dioxide emissions would be fourfold what had previously been predicted.  
A 2001 United Nations’ report on climate change forecast that global temperatures will rise by between two and 
five degrees Celsius by the end of this century.  The Australian Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial 
Research Organisation has identified that by 2070 the temperature in the Pilbara region will have risen by up to 
seven degrees.  Given that we are now told that the estimates are wrong fourfold, I wonder what that means in 
terms of potential increase.   

The Hadley centre said yesterday that the National Academy of Science, in commenting on these measurements 
by Hadley, indicated that we would have to cut the current level of emissions by between 60 and 70 per cent to 
stabilise our carbon dioxide levels.  However, today in Hobart, Neal Young, an Australian glaciologist from the 
Antarctic Cooperative Research Centre in Hobart, said the Antarctic peninsula ice shelves are breaking up.  
According to an article written on 15 May by Michael Byrnes from Reuters, this is, on the face of it, the most 
serious thaw since the end of the last ice age 12 000 years ago.   

A number of icebergs have broken off and I must give members an explanation of what is happening.  There is 
little likelihood that any of these breakaway icebergs will in any way, shape or form raise the sea level because 
the water contained in them would just be moved to a different location.  The problem that scientists have 
identified is that the mainland will be exposed to ice melt as parts of these sheets of ice break off.  I find today’s 
statement by Neal Young extremely frightening.  Significant warming in parts of the pristine Antarctic 
wilderness is expected to continue to send huge icebergs into the Southern Ocean and lead to the disintegration 
of other sections of the ice shelf that fringe the Antarctic’s continental ice cover.  A longer-term effect would 
occur if the disintegration led to a meltdown of what is referred to as the grounded ice; that is, ice that is not in 
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the water but is on the cap.  That would cause the world’s oceans to rise by up to 17 feet.  These are statements 
from our own eminent glaciologists.   

I am greatly concerned that business is being conducted as usual; that is, business proceeds at the maximum 
capacity without considering any of the implications that the Premier has highlighted and for which he has 
established a sustainability unit and a greenhouse unit within his department.  I am extremely concerned that 
unless we grasp the situation soon, as we have been told by eminent scientists around the globe - not greenies - 
we will be in a catch-22 situation that will be the epitome of Nero fiddling while Rome burns.  

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 11.53 pm 

__________ 
 


