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GOODS AND SERVICES TAX, IMPACT ON STATE FINANCES AND ECONOMY 
Motion 

Resumed from 30 August on the following motion - 

That the House notes the impact of the goods and services tax on the State’s finances and economy. 

HON B.K. DONALDSON (Agricultural) [11.12 am]:  I seek leave for Hon George Cash to resume his remarks 
on this motion at the next sitting of the House.  I do so because Hon George Cash and Hon Barry House are 
representatives of this Parliament at the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association conference in Canberra. 

Leave granted. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan) [11.13 am]:  I shall focus my comments today on the impact that the 
goods and services tax has had on a very important part of the State’s economy; that is, the non-government 
charitable and not-for-profit sector.  Our economy relies on this sector to deliver a range of services to Western 
Australian families.  It is important at the outset that we understand what contribution this sector makes to our 
economy and the nature of the contribution.   

Information from the Australian Council of Social Services indicates that, among other services, nationally the 
community sector provides more than $6 billion worth of essential services and support in areas such as, but not 
limited to, aged care, child care, disability services, employment services, housing, health and community care, 
family welfare and support and emergency financial relief to millions of Australians, particularly those on low 
incomes and in disadvantaged families.  If we extrapolate those figures into Western Australia, we know that a 
range of various sized organisations deliver these services through a range of models and settings.  We know that 
some of the organisations are focused on only one of those areas I have identified, but some offer a range of 
services.  The GST has added a huge administrative impost on these organisations.  That is what I want to talk 
about today. 

I start by talking about the effect compliance with the GST has had on these organisations.  The GST has created 
substantial compliance costs for charities and other not-for-profit organisations in a range of ways; for example, 
the time taken to derive the volume of tax information required from their transactions, to record that 
information and submit a return to the Australian Taxation Office, and then keep it in the organisation’s records.  
Ultimately that means less time and fewer resources for the clients to whom these organisations provide services.  
These organisations do not have a large administrative component in their operations.  They run on shoestring 
budgets.  Adding substantial compliance costs to these organisations has resulted in their being able to offer 
fewer services to people. 

Members will be aware that I have a particular personal interest in disability services, as a result of my mother’s 
acquired brain injury seven years ago.  As my mother’s rehabilitation needs change, she requires different aids in 
the house; for example, the bathroom to be renovated in a different way or rails to be added to the hallway in a 
different way from that which she needed seven years ago.  Every time we pay for some of those changes that 
are necessary to ensure her rehabilitation continues to increase her level of independence, we pay the GST.  As a 
consequence of my personal interest and because of the contact I had in my previous employment, I have made a 
point of meeting with a range of disability service agencies since being elected to this place.  In those meetings I 
have been informed by them that, for example, the smaller agencies that have no spare administrative capacity to 
pick up the extra workload may be too small to register for the GST.  However, as I have indicated in the 
examples I have given from my own family experience, they are paying the GST on a range of services that they 
require.  If an agency has a turnover of less than $100 000, it does not have to register but it will not be able to 
claim the input tax credits on payments for maintenance to buildings and vehicles etc.  They are paying more, 
but they are not being compensated.   

Individual families are funded by the Disability Services Commission to fund their own arrangements; that is, 
they employ their own carers and provide their own home or building in which the care for their family member 
is provided, but they too are too small to register for the GST.  They use the funds from the Disability Services 
Commission to pay for the direct care costs, but they pay the GST on a range of services to maintain the house 
and, for example, any security measures such as personal alarms or whatever for the person with the disability.  
These families are already under enormous stress.  The responsibility of caring for a family member with a 
disability is hard enough but the goods and services tax has added to that burden, not made it easier. 

I want to draw the House’s attention to some comments made by representatives of a range of organisations.  Mr 
Russell Rollason of Anglicare, in an interview on 18 June with Kerry O’Brien of the Australian Broadcasting 
Commission, said - 
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There’s lots of people hurting out there and, at the same time, because of this new tax system, we’re 
seeing more and more of our resources eaten away to provide what we would say is unnecessary 
administration when we should be providing assistance to people in need. 

These compliance difficulties are all the more galling to non-government organisations in the charitable sector 
when they observe that businesses are able to claim a 30 per cent income tax deduction to offset compliance 
costs but charities, which do not pay income tax, are unable to do the same. 

I turn now to what I describe as the double whammy. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  Why don’t you make it a triple whammy and add workers compensation to the list? 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I am addressing the GST.  I would be happy to debate workers compensation another day. 

The charitable sector serves the people in our economy who are already hard hit by the impost of the GST and 
who, as low income earners, have not been adequately compensated by tax cuts.  The GST has reduced the living 
standards of pensioners, people on low wages, unemployed people and other struggling Western Australians.  
People on very low incomes are the worst affected, as they receive little or no benefit from income tax cuts and 
must rely on a fragile compensation package.  I suggest that the GST has had a much greater impact on low 
income households than the federal Government anticipated.  Low income earners are paying more and have 
been hit hard by large rises in the cost of basic services, such as rent, telephone, electricity and car and house 
insurance.  The double whammy comes into effect when those people use non-government agencies as a safety 
net to survive. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  You must add the triple whammy. 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  I will talk about workers compensation another time. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  We are talking about non-government organisations and the struggle they are having. 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  The motion is about the effect of the GST on the State’s economy and I am talking about 
that. 

The GST hits low income earners twice because it reduces their economic capacity as individuals and families 
and it hits the agencies from whom they seek assistance by reducing the amount that agencies have to provide 
direct assistance. 

There is another example of how the GST hits disadvantaged people.  Disabled people and those who drive 
disabled people must pay GST on Australian Council for Rehabilitation of Disabled stickers.  ACROD stickers 
give disabled people access to parking facilities at shopping centres, doctors surgeries, hospitals, chemists and 
other places that they visit for treatment or to carry out their ordinary daily living. 

One of the most serious ways in which the GST has affected the charitable sector in our economy is the impact 
of the GST on its capacity to meet emergency needs with financial assistance to Western Australians in dire 
circumstances.  Emergency financial relief is provided by these agencies to pay the bills of families in economic 
distress.  The agencies that provide emergency relief are well respected.  They have for a long time provided 
last-resort and urgent payments and gifts to people in financial crisis.  Since the introduction of the GST these 
charities have had their capacity to help families reduced because they must pay GST when they pay people’s 
heating bills, electricity and other essential expenses. 

Emergency relief payments are in fact the core business of many of these organisations.  However, unlike the 
business sector, these agencies are prevented from claiming back the GST from the Government.  They have 
raised this issue with the federal Government.  The St Vincent de Paul Society estimated that the GST 
component has added $350 000 to $500 000 annually to its emergency help bill.  Anglicare estimated its GST 
figure at $300 000 annually.  The federal Government’s response to a request from these well-respected agencies 
to refund the GST so that they could use the money to provide direct support was to say that there was a prospect 
that those agencies would rort the system.  Who is it talking about as the potential rorters of the system?  The St 
Vincent de Paul Society and Anglicare Australia.  Rather than address the issue, the federal Government cast 
aspersions on the good reputation of these long-standing and well-respected organisations.  Mr Terry McCarthy 
of the St Vincent de Paul Society said in The Sydney Morning Herald on 7 May 2001 that the effect of the GST 
was to punish charities for providing assistance to the poor.  St Vincent de Paul and Anglicare have both said 
that they have 10 per cent less money to give to families in financial hardship.  I quote from a media release of 
the national director of the Australian Catholic Social Welfare Commission, Mr Toby O’Connor, on 7 May this 
year - 

Under this unjust tax regime charities must pay GST for emergency assistance items for disadvantaged 
people, such as heating bills and other essentials, for which the charities are not compensated. 
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"As a result the Charities themselves have hundreds of thousands less to spend on disadvantaged 
families. This tax slug is in addition to the crippling compliance costs of the GST on Charities. 

. . . We now see that it is the needy who suffer, not only as a consequence of a regressive GST but also 
as the charities now have substantially less money to meet emergency needs. 

When the GST was first proposed, the charitable sector predicted publicly and directly to the federal 
Government that its introduction would impose an unmanageable administrative burden, and it has.  Medium to 
small charitable agencies are struggling.  The sector predicted that it would result in a reduction of service levels, 
and it has.  Our economy relies on non-government charitable agencies to provide an important safety net for 
disadvantaged Western Australian families.  The federal Government’s GST has put serious holes in that safety 
net.  The federal Government has in fact punched huge holes in that safety net with its mismanagement of the 
social security system, its industrial relations policy and now the GST.  The GST is hurting WA families and 
WA non-government agencies who could help those families.  It is, therefore, putting serious pressure on the rest 
of our economy.  I commend the motion to the House. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.28 am]:  Prior to the last federal election the 
people of Australia were promised a new tax system, not a new tax - lies, damned lies and statistics.  What did 
we get?  We got a revamp of an old tax - the wholesale sales tax.  However, the newness of the GST is that the 
wholesale sales tax now applies to goods and services that were not taxed before.  That was what we got.  The 
GST was put on top of an already over-complicated and regressive tax system.  The GST is regressive. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  That is not right.  It is not on top of other taxes. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  Name something. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Barbara Scott is confusing rhetoric with fact.  We were told it would not go on top of 
the old tax system.  What happened?  It did go on top of the old tax system. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  Name an item from which wholesale sales tax was taken off and GST put on?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Nine taxes were to be taken away.  It was to replace nine taxes.  Okay.  What are the nine 
taxes that were taken away?  Does any member have any idea?  Surely there must be one or two taxes that were 
taken away.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The wholesale sales tax.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  What the GST did was make the wholesale sales tax even bigger, nastier and more stupid.  
What are the nine taxes that were taken away?  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House should address the Chair rather than play to the gallery, 
wherever the gallery may be on this occasion.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You have confused us already.  Is this the lies, the damned lies or the statistics? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is all of them rolled into one, because that was the essence of the election campaign.  
The federal Government told us that we would get a new tax system.  Nonsense!  One or two taxes did come off.  
The financial institutions duty came off.  That was the trade-off.  We got the GST and we lost FID.  Everyone 
knows what FID is - it is that $1.25 that appears at the bottom of our bank statement every month.  We got rid of 
FID and we saved $1.25 a month, but we got the GST!   

My father was successful in the investment deal that the federal Government did for pensioners, because he got 
about $1 000.  My father lives in a strata title unit, as do many people.  The GST on the painting bill for each 
member of that strata title company this year was $600. 

Hon B.M. Scott:  Did he have to pay the whole bill? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  His share of the painting bill was $6 000. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Who did they get to do the painting - Michelangelo?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It was a major job.  His share of the cost was $6 000, and his GST was $600. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It must have been a luxury paint job! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There was also some engineering work.  

Several members interjected. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  It was painting and engineering.  They had to put in a couple of new balconies and repaint 
the units.  

Hon Peter Foss:  I think you are exaggerating.  Can we have some cross-examination? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will table the documents if the member likes; but, for routine maintenance, the GST bill 
for one pensioner was $600.  By the time my father had paid for his car insurance and registration, that $1 000 
had lasted him a little more than 14 months, and that was without even counting his shopping bill and the 
additional costs for necessities. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Peter Foss and other members who do their own shopping may have noticed that we 
now need to take an extra $50 with us when we go shopping   

Hon Peter Foss:  No, you do not. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sorry; Hon Peter Foss should ask some of his constituents whether that is true.  
Leaving that aside, on those items alone, for that one pensioner, his $1 000 lasted him 14 months.  Therefore, for 
my father, from now on the generosity of the Howard Government in giving him $1 000 to help him make the 
transition to the GST has gone.  My father was one of the lucky ones; he got close to $1 000.  

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I was as strong a critic of the wholesale sales tax system as anyone, because the way it 
was administered was lunacy.  However, if I could choose to go back to the wholesale sales tax system, with all 
of its bizarre, crazy and incomprehensible variations, rather than stick with the GST, I would. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You are a troglodyte.  Do you know why you would like to go back to that system?  It is 
because you did not even know that you were being charged the wholesale sales tax. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  So we all know about the GST now, do we?   That is wonderful! 

Hon Peter Foss:  It is on every bill.  At least we know we are being taxed. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  When I received my invoices, they always showed the wholesale sales tax.  What is 
different now?  

Hon Peter Foss:  What were you buying that you had to pay wholesale sales tax?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  As a businessman -  

Hon Peter Foss:  We are talking about people who shop at Coles -   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  How do they know now?  

Hon Peter Foss:  Because it is on every bill.  For everything that people buy now, they are given a tax invoice 
that tells them how much GST they have paid. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  When they buy a bar of soap? 

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Nonsense! 

Hon Peter Foss:  The minister obviously has not gone shopping.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Have you gone to Coles lately to buy soap? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I get a print-out that I cannot read.  Is the member telling me that has the GST on it? 

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is wonderful!  The member is telling me something I did not know.  How does it help 
consumers to know that the pink smudge at the bottom of their bill -  

Hon Peter Foss:  The reason you liked the wholesale sales tax is that you did not know you were paying it.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am having difficulty determining who is giving the speech here.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We now have a massively regressive tax that clearly redistributes income from -  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You are proposing in the budget to bring back a death tax! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member should not talk to me about a death tax, when the GST is applied to funerals! 
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  Are you proposing to introduce probate? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Presumably the budget is at 2.00 pm, not 11.30 am.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  If we are proposing to introduce probate in the state budget, it must have slipped my 
attention.  I might have been asleep at the time.  The member should know all about probate, because the GST 
applies a death tax.  A GST of at least $500 is applied to funeral directors’ costs.  How insensitive can we get?   

Hon Peter Foss:  What was the wholesale sales tax on coffins?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am looking forward to buying only one in my lifetime, so it is not something in which I 
have taken a huge interest.  The GST is a tax that redistributes wealth from the poor to the rich.   
Hon Peter Foss interjected. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have a thing about taxation, and it runs like this -  
Hon Peter Foss:  Are you going deaf? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  No; it is just the President who is going deaf from the interjections.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is a saying that in the political horserace - Hon Nick Griffiths will like this - if a 
horse called Self-interest is running, we should bet on it, because at least we know it will be trying.  That applies 
also when we look at who supports particular taxation initiatives.  The GST had the support of that wonderful 
and broad-spectrum group called the Business Council of Australia.  One would think the BCA is the plumbers, 
the electricians, the printers and the people who build roads.  However, the Business Council of Australia is the 
top end of town.  There are no small businesses in the BCA.  The BCA comprises large businesses such as MIM 
Exploration Pty Ltd, Rio Tinto Exploration Pty Ltd and BHP.  The BCA, along with some misguided support 
from the National Farmers Federation, was the business group that initially drove the GST.  People drive a 
certain tax initiative for the same reason that we should always back a horse called Self-interest: they know they 
will win out of it.  We can pick the direction and outcome of a tax simply by identifying those people who 
support the tax, presumably because they know they will win out of that tax, and those people who oppose the 
tax, presumably because they know they will lose out of that tax.  The people who supported the GST were the 
big end of town.  The people who opposed the GST were basically the welfare sector and the poor, for the very 
reason that Hon Sue Ellery has pointed out.   
Hon Peter Foss:  Can we assume that rule will apply this afternoon?  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will not comment on the budget, but this afternoon members on both sides of this House 
will be cheering. 
Hon Peter Foss:  Does the rule apply? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The self-interest rule?  The self-interest rule always applies.  It is a fact of life.  It is like 
gravity; it always applies.  I am not commenting on whether it is right or wrong.  Let me make that point, 
because I am not sure that Hon Peter Foss grasps it.  The point is that the people who supported the goods and 
services tax, the big end of town, always knew they were going to be the winners, and the bottom end of town 
always knew they were going to be losers.  That, by definition, is a regressive tax; it is a tax on the poor for the 
favour of the rich.  My colleague the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is fond of referring to it as the St 
Georges Terrace branch of Centrelink. 
Hon Peter Foss:  What is? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The GST and, basically, the Liberal Party’s economic policy direction. 
Hon Peter Foss:  I must have missed the first chapter. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We will talk about that later.  But worse than it being a tax on the poor for the benefit of 
the rich, the GST is a specific tax on country people.  It does not hit only the poor; it hits the poor on a regional 
basis, because even somebody whose income is low and lives in Balga or Lockridge or in the suburb I live in 
when I am here in Perth, in Maylands - 
Hon B.M. Scott:  I hope it is not on the river in Maylands. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, it is a few streets back from the river. 
Hon Peter Foss:  Can you see it? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, I cannot.  How did we get onto this?   
Even though there are low-income people in working-class suburbs like that, at least when they pay GST on the 
items they buy, they are paying GST on what is a relatively low base, because prices for goods in Perth are 
relatively cheap.  Try being poor in Cue or in Kalumburu. 
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Hon M.J. Criddle:  Try being poor anywhere - that is a rubbish argument! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Murray Criddle says it is a rubbish argument. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Being poor anywhere. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Being poor anywhere is worse than being rich anywhere, but the fact is that if someone is 
poor and they live in, say, a middle-of-the-range remote location like Meekatharra - without picking a place that 
is infinitely remote, such as Kununurra, where obviously freight prices are stupendous - prices at the 
supermarkets are on average 25 to 35 per cent higher than they are at supermarkets in Maylands, Balga or 
Lockridge.  What does that mean?  The GST is a tax based on retail prices.  One does not need to be a rocket 
scientist to work that out.  What it means is that a person in Meekatharra is paying 25 to 35 per cent more GST 
than a person in Balga, Lockridge or Maylands.  This is a specific tax on country people.  It is regressive in the 
traditional sense in that it taxes the poor to pay the rich; and, by gee, do the rich get paid!  They were huge 
winners out of this so-called new tax system, which is simply an inversion of justice. 

Those on the other side go quiet!  They all have their heads down.  There is not a word of defence - not a word. 

Point of Order 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I object to the Leader of the House urging us to interject.  I am happy to interject on him 
continuously if he wants me to, but I have some regard for the fact that you have been trying to get us to do the 
reverse, Mr President.  I ask the Leader of the House to direct his remarks to you and not to us. 

The PRESIDENT:  Thank you, Hon Peter Foss.  I also object to the Leader of the House inviting and stirring up 
interjections.  The Leader of the House will conduct himself in a proper manner. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr President, I humbly apologise; but they did go quiet. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Oh, come on. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr President, they do not like being told what the effect of their rotten, stinking tax 
system is.  It is a rotten, stinking, unfair, unreasonable and biased tax system, and opposition members 
individually supported it.  They supported the unfair outcomes that have flowed from the GST.  They said it 
would be good to tax the poor to pay the rich; it would be good to tax people at Meekatharra, who have the same 
needs and desires as people in Lockridge, Balga or Maylands, at a higher rate than people on the same income in 
those areas.  They said this would be good; they supported it.  Now they have to sit there and take what is 
coming to them.  This is a rotten system.  How can they call it a very good tax? 

Hon Peter Foss:  This is a good tax. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They have had their opportunity. 

Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They have had the opportunity to correct this system in the forums that were available to 
them.  They are already adopting federal Labor Party policy in roll back.  Have a look at the park homes. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  How can you make that comparison? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Labor Party will, inasmuch as it is possible, roll back the worst elements of the GST, 
just as those in the Liberal Party have already accepted, as a federal Government, that the worst elements of GST 
have to be dealt with. 
Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members will not be incited by inflammatory speeches. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Slowly it has dawned on them: this is a really ugly tax; this is having some really ugly and 
undesirable outcomes. 
Hon M.J. Criddle:  This is a speech before your budget to make a bit of room for yourself, is it? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member will love our budget.  This is nothing about our budget.  Everyone will love 
our budget.  I do not want to embarrass the member by putting him on the spot, but he is just going to love it.  
The member’s federal colleagues in government in Canberra at the moment, albeit temporarily, have realised 
that there are some downsides to the GST - to their credit.  I am not being critical of them about this.  To their 
credit, they have said that the Labor Party got it right: there are elements about the GST that they have to roll 
back, and bit by bit they are rolling it back.  They have said, “Look at the outcome for park home residents.  
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What will we do about this?  We will roll it back.”  Therefore,  they rolled it back.  Bit by bit this will happen.  I 
concede that not all the problems were with the Liberal Party.  The role of the Australian Democrats was 
absolutely appalling, because even the Liberal Party’s prescription for the GST was better than what we have 
now, and I concede that what we have now is the result of a horse designed by a committee.  However, it is still 
their camel - 

Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Did the Australian people really vote for the GST? 

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes, they did. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Bear in mind that the Democrats’ backflip came after the election.  Prior to the election 
the Democrats opposed the GST.  If we put together the vote of the parties who opposed the GST - the Labor 
Party, the Greens and the Democrats, who did not back-flip until later - it is a substantial voting block.  It may 
not have been a majority - I am not sure - but it certainly would have been a greater number in first-past-the-post 
votes than those the Liberal Party and the National Party put together - the two parties that supported the GST - 
were able to muster. 

I have made the point that the GST is a specific tax on country people, and it is, for reasons that I have very 
clearly demonstrated.  Country people pay 25 to 35 per cent more GST than city people, so nobody can argue 
that it is not a specific tax on country people.  However, some of the issues relating to the GST and its effect on 
country people are somewhat more subtle.  Let us consider the impact of GST on vehicle registrations, which is a 
major source of road funding in the Western Australian budget, as Hon Murray Criddle knows very well.  

Hon M.J. Criddle:  As fuel should be. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but people do not have the same “demand elasticity” with fuel as they do with 
vehicle registration. 

Hon M.J. Criddle interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes; nevertheless, I am sure members opposite will love the budget. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I think we are departing from the motion.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We are close to that, Mr President.  I want to return to GST on vehicle registrations 
because it will have a specific impact on the State’s economy.  The number of vehicle registrations has declined 
markedly.  We will learn the exact number this afternoon.  I should know it off the top of my head; I think the 
decline amounts to $66 million. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  They have not grown as fast.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The revenue available to the State from vehicle registrations has been savagely reduced 
from what was initially expected. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  On projections?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, on the forward estimates.  The extent of that reduction is such that it would 
effectively have funded the section of Indian Ocean Drive that is in Hon Murray Criddle’s and my electorate. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  The same applies to what was left over from the Leinster-Mt Magnet Road.  Why did you not 
spend that on the gradation road? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am not sure about those figures.  We could have paid for the Leeman-Cervantes link of 
Indian Ocean Drive twice out of the shortfall in vehicle revenue that has occurred as a result of the GST. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, this is a fact of life.  The GST has had an impact on motor vehicle registration 
revenue that is paid straight into road funding.  It will be obvious this afternoon.  It will have a huge impact on 
the State’s budget. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Why is there a bigger than expected surplus? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We have a much bigger than expected surplus. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  We are departing from the motion. 

Hon Peter Foss:  What is your excuse? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 September 2001] 

 p3661c-3670a 
Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Kim Chance; President; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Robyn McSweeney; 

Hon Dee Margetts 

 [8] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Must I make an excuse about good financial management?  I do not quite get that.  In fact, 
based on even the Commonwealth’s figures, which tend to be somewhat slanted in this matter, Western Australia 
will not have a positive financial response to the GST until the year 2006, yet the Commonwealth is happy to say 
that the States are rolling in cash as a result of the GST.  In fact, as has been partly confirmed by the 
Commonwealth’s figures, the GST has had a negative effect and it will not have a positive result until 2006.  
People are happy to say we should spend more money on this road or that road, knowing full well that the 
change in the commonwealth-state financial relationship, based on the adoption of the GST, has caused the 
State’s coffers to be depleted.  It is no more clear than for revenue from vehicle registration, because we can 
point very clearly to a direct source of road funding which was previously available but which is reduced by 
double the value of the Indian Ocean Drive proposal.  Why the former State Government agreed to those 
commonwealth-state financial arrangements on such unfavourable terms to the State of Western Australia is a 
matter we may never know.  The agreement between the Commonwealth and the State on those unfavourable 
terms was an act of treachery. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Oh, come on.  We were given an undertaking that we would eventually get an increase. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The coalition Government knew when it entered that commonwealth-state financial 
relationship that it would not be economically positive for this State until 2006, yet that Government signed off 
on it. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We were given an undertaking that we would not lose revenue. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Did Hon Peter Foss believe that? 

Hon Peter Foss:  You deal with the Commonwealth; you know that it can take the money from you at any time. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That was not the only time the Commonwealth did that during that year.  I am sure you 
will pull me up, Mr President, if I go into this to any great extent.  The same thing occurred with the dairy 
structural adjustment plan.  Western Australia’s interests were sold out by the Court Government, which came 
back to the Western Australian Parliament and said we had to comply.  In other words, Hon Peter Foss’s 
Government did the same thing and injected $70 million into the Victorian dairy industry. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Rubbish! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members will come to order.  We are not discussing dairy adjustment in this motion. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It happened in the same year, Mr President.  However, Hon Peter Foss’s Government sold 
out the interests of all Western Australians by entering into an agreement that it knew would not be economically 
positive until 2006, and it claimed credit for achieving a great deal for Western Australians.  The coalition 
Government had the nerve to pretend it was a fiscally responsible Government.  

Hon Peter Foss:  That is nonsense. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Peter Foss will come to order. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  By its own acknowledgment of the deal, the coalition Government’s forward estimates 
showed that the State would be operating with a series of deficits.  The estimates were based on that 
Government’s figures; the awful people from the Labor Party did not say that.  The coalition Government’s 
figures showed the State running deficit after deficit because it made a deal with the Commonwealth that would 
not allow our State to show an economically positive result from the GST until 2006.  The previous Government 
knew it and Treasury knew it.  The people of Western Australia are stuck with it, yet members opposite are 
prepared to say that it was not a treacherous act.  What a load of nonsense.  Having imposed these costs on the 
State of Western Australia, members opposite are now sitting back and complaining because one of the 
outcomes of that commonwealth-state financial deal is the deferral of road funding by some 18 months.  

I refer now to a matter close to my heart: the massive complexity of the “simple” goods and services tax.  I 
remember it being promoted as a simple tax.  At a meeting in Southern Cross my federal member and close 
friend, Wilson Tuckey, explained to local businesses how simple the GST was.  He said it could be calculated on 
the back of an envelope by writing down a figure and, zip, the whole year’s calculations would be done. 

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  Tell us about the changes the Democrats made. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  To be fair, I have acknowledged that.  The Democrats made it more complicated.  
However, no-one mentioned the business activity statement. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  How many hours does that take? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No-one mentioned the 1 000 out of 7 000 poor people in corner stores who have already 
closed their doors.  Nobody mentioned the massive free kick that the GST now affords supermarkets.  
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Hon Peter Foss:  Have you checked recently with small business people who have set up their businesses 
properly whether they want the BAS to change? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have asked a number of small businesses.  The message I hear is that they hate it.  One 
after the other they say that they hate it.  When Wilson Tuckey explained how simple the GST calculations 
would be, he did not mention that the GST would give a massive free kick to big business relative to its effect on 
small business.  The GST gives big business a huge competitive advantage over small business because the 
system implemented by big business to keep account of its GST transactions must be duplicated by small 
business.  The impact on the overheads of big business is negligible.  However, in many cases the impact on the 
overheads of small business is crippling, and that is why there are 1 000 fewer small businesses in Western 
Australia than when the GST was first introduced.   

I now turn to the cash economy.  We were told that the GST would put an end to the cash economy.  At the time 
I thought that sounded funny, and I believed that there would have to be a logical inconsistency in the GST 
somewhere.  I had a look at what happened in Canada when it introduced the GST.  In Canada, the cash 
economy boomed, and in the first year of the GST it grew by an estimated 700 per cent.  We asked the 
Commonwealth what would happen with the black economy, and whether we would lose revenue after the GST 
had been introduced, as was the case in Canada.  The Commonwealth Government assured us that that would not 
happen because Australia had a high integrity taxation number, and Canada did not have that.  I checked again.  
The fact is, Canada had exactly the same high integrity tax number that we had.  Canada had a blow-out in its 
cash economy; and what do we find is happening right here in Australia?  The cash economy has blown out.  
When people get quotes, they do not know whether they are getting a cash quote, or whether it will go through 
the books.  How many times do we ask the question: is it cash, or is it through the books?  There is a price for 
cash payments, but it is now a two-quote economy.  The GST has actually driven the people who were within the 
white economy - who were paying their income tax and were law-abiding citizens - into the black economy.  The 
GST has driven them into the cash economy.  Whether the quote we want is for a car, machinery repairs, or 
cash-type jobs such as tree lopping and lawn mowing, we receive two quotes; one through the books, and one off 
the books.  The GST has driven people into the cash economy.  Prior to the GST people were in the cash 
economy, which was already big.  However, as a result of the GST, the cash economy is massively bigger 
because honest people - or marginally honest people - have been driven into it.   

Hon B.K. Donaldson:  What about the tax cuts that offset the GST? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is an interesting question; what about the tax cuts?  What has been the effect of the 
tax cuts?  For high income earners, the tax cuts have been quite significant - even for the relatively modest 
incomes that both Hon Derrick Tomlinson and I earn.  The tax cuts have a fairly significant effect of about $60 a 
week.  However, at the lower income levels the tax savings are modest indeed.  In fact, many of the people who 
have been hit the hardest -  

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  What about the family payments?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They were getting those anyway.   

Many of the people who are most affected by the GST are those whose income tax levels are quite low; the 
savings are minor.  The savings at the end at which the regressive impact of the GST has hit the hardest are 
extremely limited.  It is almost a double whammy for the class of people I am extremely concerned about - I 
believe members opposite, as decent human beings, are concerned about them, too - who are referred to as the 
working poor. Although I acknowledge the arguments presented by Hon Sue Ellery about the welfare and 
disability sectors, arguably the area of most concern in society is the large number of people who are slipping 
into welfare dependency while they are on wages.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  What about the areas in which people had jobs in the timber industry, but now they 
don’t.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The timber industry is a reasonably good example of low income full-time employees, 
because some of the wage levels in that industry have been very low.  I believe that the changes occurring in the 
timber industry will mean a rise in median wages.  As a result of the value adding happening in that industry, 
higher-skilled jobs are being imported into the area.  I do not think that is a good example. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The value-adding industries going into the south west will replace some of the lower-
skilled jobs. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I think we might be departing from the motion that is before the Chair.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  It concerns me that the impact of the GST on society hits hardest at that group of people.  
A growing number of Australians from single-income families are now working full-time, but their families are 
rapidly becoming, or have already become, welfare dependent in one sense or another.  Australian society has 
not been marked by that; it has been marked by decent wages and decent working conditions.   The level to 
which we are reaching the point at which a single working wage is insufficient to maintain a family is being 
exacerbated by the existence of the GST.  That happens with a regressive tax system; that happens when 
Governments tax the poor to the advantage of the rich.  That is the outcome of it.  No matter how much people 
like to squirm, and go all quiet at times when they must consider that -  

Hon Peter Foss:  We are not squirming! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Opposition should be squirming! 

Hon Peter Foss:  Well, we’re not, and when you sit down I will tell you why.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I may invite Hon Peter Foss to do that now, because I have finished the gist of my 
argument.  I would be fascinated to hear Hon Peter Foss defend the regressive impact of the GST.  I would also 
be fascinated to hear him tell me why it is a good thing for poor people to pay tax on behalf of rich people; and I 
would be interested to hear why he thinks it is a good idea for country people to pay a higher share of the GST, 
pro rata, than city people.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [12.07 pm]:  I am pleased to offer the Greens (WA) perspective on the 
impact of the GST on the State’s finances and economy.  From the point of view of the work I have done both in 
this Parliament and in my former life in the Australian Senate, the Greens have long been concerned about the 
equity of the application of the tax; that is, to those who have a lot of extra work involved in its application.  It is 
quite clear that there are certain beneficiaries of the GST.  It is quite clear that in the lead-up to the introduction 
of the GST, the Australian big business sector was in favour of its introduction.  Internationally, the corporate 
sector has been in favour of the GST.  Why is that?  It is because the corporate sector wanted a regime in which 
it could standardise its contribution of tax in whatever country it chose to take, or remove, its financial 
investments.  I suspect that it also wanted a regime that was kinder to its concerns.  I also suspect that a large 
reason behind the big business sector pushing for the GST and consumption taxes, is that it realises the impact it 
has on the small business sector.  The GST means that big business has a competitive advantage.   

In the business strip near my office in Geraldton, the corner shop in Fitzgerald Street has closed, and a number of 
other corner shops are now talking about the “demise of the corner shop”.  That is the impact that the new 
taxation system is having on the small business sector.  Ironically, the changes that occurred because of the GST 
were part of the push for corporate globalisation, free trade, free markets, deregulation and so on.  However, it is 
ironic that the demise of many small businesses that were producing quality localised goods and services in 
many regions means less choice, less availability and, most importantly, less competition.  The people pushing 
for it in the first place are being hoist with their own petard.  One would assume that is what they wanted, 
because if extra time and real cost are imposed on small business, the competitors will be knocked out, and it is 
very effective.  I believe that over time a whole range of changes associated with the free trade-free market 
deregulation agenda has meant that the competitive margin for small business has been eroded.  If one adds to 
that the extra time and real cost associated with the implementation of the goods and services tax, that has been 
enough to push many small businesses over the edge.  In this debate so far, various members of the Australian 
Labor Party have mentioned some of those statistics relating to small business.  However, I do not think it was 
an accident, and it fits in with the pattern, both here and overseas.   

It is ironic that the other aspects of globalised free trade-free market were introduced to a large extent by a 
federal Labor Government.  Therefore, it is ironic that there was an enthusiastic response to Australia’s 
participation in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and in the World Trade Organisation, with a push 
for many tariff reductions before they were required under the rules of the WTO.  Added to that was Australia’s 
leap into the free market regime under national competition policy.  I guess that the first steps into that free 
market-free trade regime were pushed much further than they would have been under a coalition Government, 
and that is the irony.  The next step was pushed by a federal coalition Government.  However, in many cases 
throughout the world, those two aspects went hand in glove.  There was no great difference in those pushes; they 
both came from the same sector.  The statements and submissions that have been made to the old Industry 
Commission, now the Productivity Commission, by the Business Council of Australia and perhaps the chambers 
of commerce within each State, show that is the kind of message that has been given over time.  Supposedly, 
they want consumption-based taxation. 

From my experience, within the university sector some people had a particular expertise, and they earned extra 
money by doing a particular job.  The example of which I know is presenting theses.  One need only try to find 
within the university sector those people with the skills and expertise - it is a specialised job - who are prepared 
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to go through the hassle of the GST process, of filling out their business activity statement and so on.  It is just 
too much hassle for many people.  Therefore, many of the micro-distributors of goods and services throughout 
our community, some of whom had other jobs and others of whom did this in conjunction with the provision of 
other goods and services, have simply given up.  It is too hard to do the things they used to do.   

It does not affect bigger businesses to the same degree, because they have a full-time accountant, or even a string 
of accountants.  They also have access to tax lawyers.  It is not the people running the business who have to use 
their own time necessarily to provide all the information and data and do the processing.  I know of a beekeeper 
who is very good at breeding queen bees for the bee industry; he is very good at the work he does.  However, he 
never used computers.  It is all very well to offer a computer package to assist in the process of managing the 
GST, but some people who provided particular goods and services, and did that very well, in a particular 
industry never used computers.  They worked in the community and helped to circulate the resources within that 
community.  Those people now find that their margins are being squeezed, and they cannot find 25, 26 or 28 
hours in a day to provide that range of goods and services.  Many people are already producing goods and 
services for the local market.  Some micro-businesses or small businesses are also contributing to the export 
market.  However, there is a reduced level of choice and access within our economy.   

A good research project needs to be undertaken on the range of changes that have occurred, including 
deregulation and pushing down the margins of businesses all around, and the impacts those changes have had on 
issues that affect the consumer.  My suspicion is that, as consumers, we have not been served very well.  We are 
beginning to see the picture of the impacts on our pocket. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am required to interrupt debate now.  Members will note that this is in 
accordance with the operation of the new Standing Order No 105, under which there is a full hour for motions, 
and it is not dependent upon leave.  As we spent quarter of an hour on other matters prior to the commencement 
of motions, debate on motions proceeded to 12.15 pm.   

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


