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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (ASSESSMENT) BILL (NO. 2) 2001 
REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (TAXATION) BILL (NO. 2) 2001 

Cognate Debate 

On motion by Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming), resolved -  

That the Bills be dealt with cognately. 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 November. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [11.02 am]:  We are dealing with the Revenue Laws Amendment 
(Assessment) Bill (No. 2) 2001, which amends the Land Tax Assessment Act 1976, the Pay-roll Tax Assessment 
Act 1971, the Stamp Act 1921 and for related purposes; and, cognately, the Revenue Laws Amendment 
(Taxation) Bill (No. 2) 2001, which amends the Land Tax Act 1976, the Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 and the Stamp 
Act 1921.   

I intend to deal first with the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill (No. 2).  The Bill comprises six parts 
and within it are a number of amendments to the Land Tax Assessment Act and the Pay-roll Tax Act in 
particular.  The first part of the Bill deals with the preliminaries, the short title and the commencement.  Part 2 of 
the Bill deals with the Land Tax Assessment Act 1976; that is, that part of the Bill that deals with the principal 
place of residence exemptions.  The Government has decided that it wants to remove the sole or principal place 
of residence land tax exemption for land owned by companies in trust from the 2002-03 year of assessment.  
Members will be aware that currently properties that are occupied as the principal place of residence of the 
shareholders of a company that owns the land or a trustee of a trust on whose behalf the land is owned are able to 
receive a residential tax exemption.  From 1 July 2002, property that is held by companies or trusts will no 
longer qualify for a principal place of residence exemption.  In future, trustees will be able to access the 
exemption in only very limited circumstances.  The Government argues that this will broaden the land tax base.  
It also argues that placing these properties in trust, particularly principal places of residence, will minimise 
taxation and ensure that the property is protected from the claims of creditors and claims against individual 
family members.  It is the Government’s view that companies and trusts, which have been structured in the main 
for tax minimisation purposes, should not enjoy the same land tax exemptions as a natural person.  Briefings 
with officers from the Department of Treasury and Finance and their various notes provided to me indicate that 
the Government does not believe that the state taxation laws should be structured to allow shareholders of private 
companies and trustees of trusts to enjoy the best of both worlds.  Should the changes come into effect, it is 
estimated that the Government will raise an additional $10.7 million in 2002-03; $11.4 million in 2003-04; and 
$12.3 million in 2004-05.  Over the next three years, the total amount of additional revenue the Government will 
enjoy because of its decision to remove the exemption that currently applies to companies and trusts in respect of 
principal places of residence is in excess of $34.4 million.  The Department of Treasury and Finance has 
indicated to me that around 1 400 companies and trusts that currently receive an exemption for the principal 
place of residence will be affected.  Treasury also indicates that the measure will have no impact on direct 
owner-occupiers, who will continue to enjoy the land tax exemption on their principal place of residence.   

Part 2 of the Bill is structured so that, although the exemption would be removed from companies and trustees 
that hold principal places of residence in a trust or in a company entity, companies and trustees that hold 
principal places of residence in trust for certain disabled beneficiaries will be exempt.  Disabled beneficiaries are 
referred to in the Bill.  In the main, the Government uses section 3 of the Disability Services Act as the principal 
definition of a disabled beneficiary.  However, that definition is qualified in this Bill by requiring that certain 
people will need to be assessed to ensure that they are receiving care at all times.  Part 2, clause 6 of the Bill 
provides a definition of a disabled beneficiary.  Subparagraph (c) states -  

“trustee”, in relation to land and a disabled beneficiary, means a corporation or other person who owns 
the land as trustee for the disabled beneficiary.   

Clause 6 also describes the meaning of the definition; however, some additional words must be considered.  
Clause 6 states that a disabled beneficiary, in the first instance, means - 

a person who . . . has a disability as defined in section 3 of the Disability Services Act 1933 

Some additional words have then been inserted to qualify that earlier definition - 

and has been independently assessed by an appropriate assessor as requiring full-time care; 

The definition then continues - 

(b) is mentally incapacitated; or 
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(c) is a minor who is an orphan; 

It is the additional words that require a disabled beneficiary to be independently assessed by an appropriate 
assessor as requiring full-time care that raise a number of issues.  On the Notice Paper the Greens (WA) have 
proposed an amendment to remove those words.  The Liberal Party has considered the effect of those words.  
Earlier, I said that I had received a briefing from officers of the Department of Treasury and Finance indicating 
that the removal of the exemption for trustees and companies would affect about 1 400 trustees and/or 
companies.  Some of the advice that I have since received from the office of the Deputy Premier in respect of the 
Greens’ amendment indicates that the Disability Services Commission suggests that approximately 62 400 
people suffer from a severe and profound disability that would meet the definition of a disabled beneficiary as it 
is currently drafted.  This can be discussed during the committee stage.  However, I will raise an issue now that 
the Government may wish to consider.  Later on in that same letter addressed to me from the office of the 
Deputy Premier, it states - 

By broadening the scope of the exemption, 

That is, if the Greens’ amendment is agreed to - 

the Disability Services Commission advises that approximately 355,500 persons would have a disability 
that could entitle them to the exemption.  Allowing the exemption to this broader group of persons 
would be a significant burden on the State’s finances and would disadvantage those most vulnerable 
members of the community. 

That is one of the statements in this document that was provided to me by way of a briefing note.  At the 
moment, I cannot reconcile the 1 400 persons that were referred to by the department and the 62 400 people that 
are referred to by the Disability Services Commission, which then blows out to 355 500 persons.  The minister 
may be able to provide a simple answer. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The 1 400 persons, or thereabouts, referred to are title holders with respect to the pieces of 
land that would be the subject of potential removal of the exemption.  The other tens of thousands of people who 
are referred to would be natural persons who come into those categories of disability.  Of the maximum number 
of people who would be caught, or the maximum pieces of land that would be caught - we have mentioned a 
figure of 1 400 - presumably there would be some individuals who suffer a disability, of which there are two 
categories.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I appreciate the advice of the minister.  It is an area that we need to go further into 
during the committee stage.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I am not sure if I can take it further than that.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  During the committee stage we might be able to clearly set out the 1 400 people referred 
to.  The minister might ask how much clearer that can be made.  The briefing note provided to me appears to 
indicate that 62 000 people potentially fit within the existing proposed definition.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  If those 62 000 people were in those 1 400 pieces of land.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is the qualifying area that we need to -  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You have two agencies answering different questions.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  That is probably why a question mark arises.  The Disability Services Commission 
may have been asked a question about the number of disabled people who fit into various categories, but that 
question might not have been asked in the context of the Bill before the House.  That can be resolved in due 
course.  I understand where the minister is coming from.  I just want to seek further advice to make sure that 
members on this side will not disadvantage people by not agreeing to the amendment.  At first blush, the Liberal 
Party was inclined to agree to the amendment.  It was only after we received certain advice from the Government 
that we said that to agree to the amendment would cast the net so wide as to include tens of thousands of people 
who we do not believe should be caught.  We can deal with that later.  The point I want to make clear is that the 
Liberal Party is keen to see that disabled people in Western Australia are not disadvantaged.  However, we also 
recognise that if the definition of a disabled person is so wide, it could almost include someone who stubbed his 
toe or suffered headaches.  I do not think that is the intention of the Bill.  We are keen to see that the profoundly 
disabled - those who probably already have trustees managing their affairs - are properly protected and enjoy the 
exemption for their principal place of residence.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is the intent.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  That is where the Liberal Party is coming from on these matters.  
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I turn to part 2 of the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill (No. 2).  The Liberal Party notes that 
although the Government claims that only 1 400 companies or trustees are likely to be affected by the removal of 
the exemption, its removal is likely to cause adverse consequences for some Western Australian businesses.  It is 
not the case that is sometimes argued by the Government that companies hold residential property in trusts for 
the purpose of tax evasion.  It might be said that the property is put into that entity to minimise tax.  Of course, 
that is a proper legal option available to them.  One area that causes the Liberal Party concern is that some 
company trust structures are used to hold superannuation assets in order to protect those assets in the event of 
adverse litigation against a property owner.  Other businesspeople hold their principal place of residence in either 
a company or a trust because they are required to do so by lending institutions.  Any loan that they might enjoy 
from a lending institution might be contingent upon the property being held in a particular manner.  The Liberal 
Party does not agree that the effect will necessarily be minimal.  If these people lose their exemption or are 
forced to take their principal place of residence out of trusts, it might place an additional burden on various 
taxpayers.  

Part 3 of the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill (No 2) deals with the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 
and in particular the grossed-up fringe benefit value.  It is intended that this part of the amended Act will take 
effect from 1 January 2002.  Members may be aware that the payroll tax base was extended in 1997 to include 
most non-cash fringe benefits.  However, it includes only the after-tax equivalent of the benefit.  These 
amendments are intended to expand the payroll tax base to include the before-tax or gross equivalent of the 
benefit.  The officers from the Department of Treasury and Finance explained to me that at present cars, school 
fees, medical fees, cash bonuses and other benefits employees receive are not necessarily included in the 
aggregate of a company’s expenses that are subject to payroll tax.  This amendment is proposed to cover those 
areas. 

The additional cost to those who are caught by these additional payroll tax obligations in 2001-02 for the six 
months commencing 1 January and ending 30 June 2002 will be an additional $6.2 million; for the financial year 
2002-03, $16.1 million; 2003-04, $17.2 million; 2004-05, $18.2 million.  The additional amount that will be 
subject to payroll tax will bring the Government an additional $57.7 million or thereabouts in the next four years.  
Although these new provisions are to apply from 1 January 2002, the arrangements in place prior to January 
2002 will continue to apply to those fringe benefits.  I am suggesting here that the existing valuation provisions 
based on the after-tax equivalent value of a fringe benefit will continue to apply to benefits provided before 1 
January 2002, the assessment date. 

Part 4 of the Bill deals with the grouping provisions.  This area of the Bill seeks to amend the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Act to rectify an anomaly found in grouping provisions.  As members will be aware, payroll tax is 
imposed on a business or group of businesses that pay wages in excess of $675 000 in a financial year.  The 
grouping provisions that have been referred to in this House on a number of occasions in the past again need to 
be amended to prevent an otherwise liable employer from splitting his business operations into separate entities 
to ensure the wages paid by each entity fall below the payroll tax threshold.  

On a number of occasions when he was Minister for Finance, Hon Max Evans raised this issue.  Attempts have 
been made in the past to cover all possibilities, but the Department of Treasury and Finance has indicated that 
the Act contains loopholes that allow people to avoid paying payroll tax in some circumstances.  These 
amendments are directed at catching those people.  The proposed amendments will ensure that the grouping 
provisions operate when a person indirectly has control over a business being carried on by a trust or partnership.  
This will ensure that they are grouped on the same basis as a business operated by a corporation.  It will not be 
possible to split one’s assets into a number of separate businesses and avoid paying payroll tax.  

The legislative solution in Western Australia is based on the amendments implemented in New South Wales.  
Most States around Australia have found that companies have structured their affairs to try to avoid being caught 
by the payroll tax net, or have certainly been instructed to reduce the amount of payroll tax that they are required 
to pay.  In this Bill the proposed amendments will operate when two businesses have been deemed to constitute a 
group under the grouping provisions, and those businesses have a controlling interest in a further group.  The 
advice I have been provided with indicates that the amendments will operate to deem the two businesses 
constituting the group and the person carrying on the further business in which they have a controlling interest to 
constitute a larger group. 

Part 5 of the Bill deals with the Stamp Act 1921, and that is the part dealing with voluntary transfers under the 
Financial Sector (Transfers of Business) Act 1999.  Members would be aware that the Commonwealth 
Government passed the Financial Sector (Transfers of Business) Act 1999.  Prior to the introduction and passing 
of that Act, each State and Territory used to introduce specific enabling legislation as the need arose to facilitate 
bank mergers to reduce the associated administrative workloads.  Members would be aware that when two banks 
merge there is a need to transfer significant assets and liabilities, including thousands of customer accounts, and 
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that without the facilitation of separate documentation for each transfer, the State Government would miss out on 
a considerable amount of state taxes.  In some circumstances the State Government has agreed to introduce 
legislation to avoid the need for all those separate transfers and has charged an appropriate amount - an agreed 
amount - as if the commercial transfer of assets and liabilities had been required.  The Financial Sector 
(Transfers of Business) Act will now allow the assets and liabilities of one body, the transferring body, to 
become the assets and liabilities of another body, the receiving body, without any transfer, conveyance or 
assignment of property.  Therefore, because of the commonwealth legislation, there is a need for the State to 
make arrangements to see that the State does not miss out on the stamp duty that it would have earlier received. 

The proposed amendments compel the parties to a voluntary transfer under the Financial Sector (Transfers of 
Business) Act to create a statement for the transfer and to lodge it with the state commissioner to enable stamp 
duty to be charged on the property conveyed, transferred or assigned.  If we do not do that, the State would 
suffer a significant diminution in revenue from that area. 

Part 6 of the Bill deals with the Stamp Act 1921, and in particular private unit trusts.  It is intended, in a move 
supported by most of the financial institutions - in due course I will show that not all of the proposed 
amendments are agreed by all and sundry - that the Stamp Act 1921 be amended to exclude certain pooled 
investment trusts and equity trusts from the operation of the private unit trust provisions.  In the main, there has 
been support for that proposal.   

Although I am giving a general outline of what is proposed, the Bill is complex in the manner in which these 
amendments will operate.  As some members may be aware, there are lawyers around Australia who specialise 
in stamp duty and other areas that relate directly to the requirement for companies and natural persons to pay 
stamp duty and other duties to the Government.  It a complex area of law.  When I was speaking to the officers 
of the Department of Treasury and Finance, I said that I appreciated the briefing papers that they had provided to 
me, which were fairly voluminous, and I asked why there was a need for so much written material.  They 
explained that the complexity of these amendments was such that it was helpful to the department to produce 
briefing papers, because in due course once this Bill had gone through the Parliament and these amendments 
became law in Western Australia, when those stamp duty and other lawyers telephoned them to seek the reasons 
behind sections of the Act, they could go back to these briefing papers, and to briefing papers for amendments 
that have been agreed to in the past, and tender advice that was consistent and not just something that they had 
dreamt up, so to speak. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It would be a nightmare if they had to dream it up.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so.  It is interesting that the officers said that they all had to refer to the same 
briefing papers so that the advice they gave to interested parties was consistent.   

I turn now to part 6 of the Bill.  The Property Council of Australia welcomes the Government’s commitment to 
seek to address, by means of these amendments, the problems with the current approach to wholesale and other 
investment funds in the Stamp Act.  It believes that if the amendments to exempt wholesale funds from stamp 
duty are effective, they will release a major deadlock on investment and create thousands of new jobs for 
Western Australia.  It has advised me that if the reforms to the current stamp duty provisions will allow 
wholesale funds to operate, the provisions will also provide Western Australians with an opportunity to invest in 
their own State via their superannuation and life insurance companies.  The provisions are clearly supported by 
the Property Council of Australia.   

Any adjustment to payroll tax will in the end have a negative impact on business operating costs.  Payroll tax is a 
direct cost imposed by the Government on employers, and at times it can directly affect the number of 
employees whom an employer is prepared to have work for him.  Payroll tax is a negative tax that works against 
employment.  However, it comprises a significant amount of the State Government’s annual budget.  That 
situation is not unique to Western Australia.  State Governments around Australia use payroll tax as a significant 
revenue earner.  The Master Builders Association of Western Australia is very concerned about the proposed 
impost.  In due course, Hon Barry House, who handles the housing portfolio for the Liberal Party, will no doubt 
make some comments about the effect of payroll tax on the building industry, so I will not go into that at this 
stage.  

I have described in general terms the ambit of the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill (No. 2) 2001.  
The Treasury Department produces a number of valuable publications on a regular basis.  One is titled 
“Overview of State Taxes Western Australia 2000/2001”, which deals with the financial year just gone.  I notice 
that in 2000-01 it was estimated that payroll tax would bring in $825 million for the year.  That will increase 
because of the provisions of this Bill, but it represented 30.5 per cent of the taxes and licences that were imposed 
by the Government for that financial year.  It is a direct cost against business.  Payroll tax was estimated to bring 
in $825 million or 30.5 per cent, stamp duty on rental businesses $24.7 million and other business licences and 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 19 December 2001] 

 p7303b-7319a 
Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon George Cash; Hon Barry House; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Ray Halligan 

 [5] 

fees $8.89 million or 0.3 per cent of the taxes and licences that were collected.  The summary table of taxes and 
licences in Western Australia shows that land tax brings in $209.5 million per annum, which is about 7.7 per 
cent of the taxes and licences that are imposed.  Interestingly, under that property area, stamp duty on 
conveyances was estimated for 2000-01 to bring in $448 million or 16.5 per cent, land tax $209.5 million or 7.7 
per cent of total taxes and licences, and the metropolitan region improvement tax $33.8 million or 1.2 per cent of 
total taxes and licences.   

I will refer to some of the other States.  I raise this because the Government has, as part of its election 
commitment, said that it wants to remain competitive when it comes to state taxes.  However, the Government 
has a long way to go, because for 2000-01 the exemption threshold for payroll tax in Western Australia was 
$675 000, although I acknowledge that there are some changes intended in the area of payroll tax as a result of 
the next Bill that we will talk about.  I notice that Queensland has an exemption threshold of $850 000 and a 
maximum rate of 4.9 per cent.  Ours was $675 000 for the last financial year and the maximum rate was 5.56 per 
cent.  That is a significant difference and again indicates that Queensland is on top of its state taxes, which is one 
of the reasons business in Australia heads to Queensland to register its businesses because it sees Queensland as 
a low taxing State.  When we look at the tax payable on selected payrolls and if we assume a payroll of 
$20 million, in Western Australia for the current financial - it will change on 1 January next year - a company 
would pay $1 112 000; in Queensland it would pay $980 000.  That is a significant saving that would impact on 
any company that was considering starting up in Australia.  The average tax rate on $20 million was 5.56 per 
cent in Western Australia and in Queensland it was 4.9 per cent.  Again that is a significant difference.  The bad 
news is that 5.56 per cent, which is the maximum payroll tax in Western Australia, is to rise to six per cent next 
year.  We have some work to do in that area.   

I will compare land tax in Western Australia with that in other States, and I refer again to the publication 
“Overview of State Taxes Western Australia 2000/2001”.  The tax payable in Western Australia on an aggregate 
land value of $5 million is $87 783; in Queensland it is $73 440 - that is a significant difference.  The Australian 
Capital Territory runs second to Queensland at $75 000 land tax on an aggregate land value of 5 million.  The 
land tax rates around Australia in an interstate comparison chart in the publication indicate a specific amount of 
1.76 per cent on $5 million in Western Australia; in Queensland it is 1.47 per cent.  Again, that is a significant 
difference for a company working out the cost of establishment and general operating costs in an Australian 
State. 

We should never kid ourselves that we are competitive.  Accounting firms in Perth that are part of the 
international accounting network are required by companies to make financial assessments of where companies 
would best be set up to reduce their operating costs.  Only a few weeks ago I spoke to an accountant in Perth 
who is a partner in one of the large accounting companies.  He explained to me clearly that the impact of taxes 
and charges is a real determining factor as to where companies operate from in Australia.  That factor can 
obviously be extended to the international scene, where some countries have special taxing arrangements clearly 
designed to encourage companies to operate from their shores. 

In the 2001-02 Economic and Fiscal Outlook Budget Paper No 3 presented in the Legislative Council on 13 
September 2001 reference is made to the fact that the Government intends to gross up the value of taxable fringe 
benefits. This Bill deals in part with that area in that it extends the payroll tax base to employee-like contractors.  
The other Bill increases the top rate of payroll tax.  There is also reference in the budget paper to an intention to 
revise the land tax scale. 

Notice was given of some of the matters contained in this Bill when the Treasurer presented the budget a couple 
of months ago.  That does not make it any easier for companies that are required to pay these taxes.  In fact, the 
current Labor Government’s pre-election promises clearly stated that there would be no tax increases in its 
budget.  Of course, that promise has been absolutely shattered, because there are significant increases in these 
Bills.  Earlier this year the Treasurer suggested that the current Government was left with a financial black hole.  
Later, because the Treasurer is required to produce quarterly reports and consolidate those reports annually to 
give an indication of actual revenue and expenditure for a year, it was clear that the former Government had left 
a huge amount of money - hundreds of millions of dollars - in credit for this Government.  The Treasurer’s 
referral to a black hole was no more than a softening-up of the troops for the tax increases contained in these 
Bills.  It is interesting that when the budget was handed down on 13 September, the Treasurer flagged the 
Government’s intention to review state business taxes.  I understand that a committee to review all state taxes in 
Western Australia has been formed.  The objective of the committee is to make recommendations on ways to 
improve the efficiency, equity and simplicity of the State’s tax system, with a particular focus on minimising 
compliance costs.  That sounds very noble and promising from a business point of view.  However, although the 
Government has announced a review of state business taxes, we are today dealing with two Bills that increase 
taxes.   
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The increases in fringe benefit measures - that is, the adjustments to payroll tax - will be $6.2 million in 2001-02, 
$16.1 million in 2002-03, $17.2 million in 2003-04, and $18.2 million in 2004-05.  It is estimated that changes to 
fringe benefit measures will bring in $57.7 million over the next four years.  The top payroll tax rate, which is 
currently 5.56 per cent, will be increased to six per cent.  That is a very significant rise in percentage terms.  I 
originally thought that the current rate was 5.96 per cent.  An increase in payroll tax from 5.56 per cent to six per 
cent is very significant.  That increase will raise $27 million in 2001-02, $63 million in 2002-03, $67 million in 
2003-04, and $72 million in 2004-05.  That is an aggregate of $229 million additional payroll tax that will be 
paid over the next four years.  The decision to remove exemptions from land tax for companies and trusts, with 
the exception of those covered by the definition of disability, will bring in $10.7 million in 2002-03, 
$11.4 million in 2003-04, and $12.3 million in 2004-05, which is an aggregate of $34.4 million.  The revised 
land tax scale, which increases significantly in 2002-03, will raise $28.6 million in 2002-03, $30.6 million in 
2003-04, and $32.7 million in 2004-05.  That is a total of $91.9 million.  The total revenue raised as a result of 
these Bills will be $33.2 million in 2001-02, $118.4 million in 2002-03, $126.2 million in 2003-04, and 
$135.2 million in 2004-05.  That is a total of $413 million in additional taxation.  That is a huge amount of 
money that the Government intends to extract from the business community.  

It may sound good for the Government, or the easy way of doing business, to rip it off the business community.  
However, the bad news is that the business community cannot exist if it does not pass on those costs by way of 
higher prices to those who buy its products - the community, the ordinary man and woman in the street.  
Therefore, the Government does nothing more than transfer a burden to business in the first instance, and, 
because of that, that same burden is transferred to the community.  The Government enjoys greater revenue, and 
the people are taxed at a much higher rate.  There are no winners in that deal. 

I will deal with the taxation Bill in brief terms.  I am sure that members recognise that the increase in taxation 
must be contained in a separate Bill.  This legislation will change the tax rates in the various Acts I mentioned 
before.  In the Revenue Laws Amendment (Taxation) Bill (No. 2), it is proposed to increase the top rate of land 
tax from two per cent to 2.5 per cent.  That will bring in a significant amount of additional land tax revenue for 
the year.  I said earlier that this Bill will remove the exemption from the payment of land tax for private 
companies and family trusts that hold residential land in the form of their principal place of residence, and that 
land tax revaluations will also add to the amount that will be received by the Government in due course. 

In some cases, land tax will rise by up to 23 per cent for businesses in Western Australia.  The average increase 
as a result of these propositions is in the order of 18 per cent.  Again, the property owner ends up paying first-up, 
so to speak, because the burden of land tax is imposed on the property owner.  It is true that, as an outgoing, 
property owners will no longer be able to divide the aggregate amount among their various tenants.  They will 
need to have assessed the individual area of land leased by the tenant, and the tenant will then be required to pay 
the land tax on that individual amount, not at the aggregate rate, but at a lesser rate.  Many landowners are 
companies that hold land for the community at large as part of superannuation assets.  In the end, the business 
tenants pay the price, and any additional burden is passed on to the community.  In due course, when the owners 
of the property get the opportunity, whether or not they will admit it, they will increase their rents to reflect the 
increases in land tax that are required to be paid.  In fact, it is estimated that one central business district 
shopping mall will have to pay an additional $186 000 in land tax next year alone. 

If burdens are imposed on business, the net effect is staff cuts, or cuts in other areas.  Businesses are required to 
increase their prices, or reduce profitability.  Most members will recognise that profitability can be reduced only 
so much before a business enters a loss-making area.  When people make losses, the net effect is that, after a 
time, the company goes out of business, which means that all the jobs that were available also go down the drain.  
It amuses me - or perhaps amazes me, might be the better description - when I hear people in Australia condemn 
companies for making a profit.  I always think to myself that I am glad they are making a profit, because the day 
they make continuous losses is the day that they will not employ any people in this country.  Of course, we 
experience a compounding effect when companies start to go down the drain.  The only winners are the 
liquidators.  Recently in Australia, we have seen significant liquidations of very big public companies.  I refer in 
particular to HIH Insurance, Ansett Australia and other large organisations.  I hope that in due course the royal 
commission considering the HIH failure will get to the bottom of what happened with that company.  No-one, be 
they management or staff, should manage a public company in a negligent way.  That may be proved in due 
course, but that is something for the future.   

An equivalent airline company to Ansett in the United States was able to operate with 3 000 fewer employees 
and generate much higher gross revenue.  The featherbedding that was occurring in Ansett over a long period 
was one of the factors that caused that company to go down at the expense of many jobs across Australia.  I had 
a discussion on the weekend with a person who has an interest in the airline industry.  We speculated about 
whether it would be in the interests of Australia to have just one airline - for instance, Qantas Airways Ltd - as 
the major domestic carrier, rather than two or three, as was the case in the past with Ansett Australia, Virgin 
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Blue Airlines Pty Ltd and Compass Airlines.  I said that I believed competition was important.  My colleague 
said that unless Qantas had an opportunity to make significant profits in the next few years, its fleet would be in 
such a state of disrepair that it might follow Ansett down the drain.  His argument was that Qantas needed to 
make significant profits to upgrade its fleet.  It would be interesting to see the bottom line in that regard.  

I have described what the Government intends to achieve with these Bills.  As I said in this House when 
discussing another financial Bill, the Opposition does not agree with these proposed increases.  The aggregate 
increase is an estimated $413 million.  Given that most estimates I have seen in recent years have come in at the 
lower end of the scale, it is fair to say that the increases will be in excess of $413 million.  However, because of 
the impact on industry, business and the community in general, the Liberal Party does not agree with the 
increases and will vote against both Bills.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [11.59 am]:  The increases in land tax and payroll tax, in particular, are 
very worrying to sectors of the community that are very important to Western Australia.  Hon George Cash has 
dealt with the issue extremely well.  However, an article in the November 2001 edition of the WA Property News 
provides a concise and comprehensive summary of the impact of the land tax increases.  The article is headed 
“Land Tax Increase to Hit at the Worst Time” and reads -  

In the current uncertain economy, land tax increases will cost jobs and lower investment in WA, 
according to an information paper prepared by the Property Council for the WA Government.   

Land tax costs will rise by up to 23% for many WA businesses.   

The information paper very clearly sets out the impact.  Either the Government did not receive this information 
prior to setting the land tax increases or it ignored it; I am not sure which.  The article continues -  

Property Council Executive Director, Mr Joe Lenzo, said, “The paper shows that the land tax increases 
will hit commercial and retail tenants, but also property owners, threatening jobs and investment in 
WA.”   

“These increases could not have come at a worse time with the increase in unemployment, more 
bankruptcies, and declining business and consumer confidence.” 

“It is irresponsible to progress land tax increases in an uncertain economic environment, at a time when 
investment and employment growth is needed.” 

The land tax increases will extract $43.2 million extra out of WA’s large and small businesses.   

“One CBD shopping mall will pay an additional $186,000 -  

We have just heard that -  

in land tax next year alone,” said Mr Lenzo. 

“Commercial property impacts on the employment of one third of WA’s work force - it is not in the 
interests of WA’s economy and work force to hit them with increased costs.” 

“Businesses hit by the tax will have to cut staff or other costs, increase prices or reduce their 
profitability - all of which will result in fewer jobs for Western Australians.” 

The information paper shows that 28% of new private capital expenditure in WA is from foreign 
investors. 

This is another aspect of the increases which will impact adversely on Western Australia.  It continues -  

Mr Lenzo said that to increase property taxes will make foreign investment in WA less attractive, which 
can disadvantage WA which competes in global markets for the investment dollar. 

“The highly geared nature of property investment exacerbates the effect of increases in land tax on the 
attractiveness of WA as a destination for investment funds.” 

The summary of the Property Council’s viewpoint is -  

“Lower taxes is what we need, not higher taxes, if we want to see WA as a vibrant and dynamic 
economy amid slowing international economies.” 

That, as members know, will be a very important factor in Western Australia’s future in uncertain times.  The 
Property Council also said that the Government should honour its pre-election pledge not to increase taxes and 
withdraw its proposed $43.2 million land tax hike, for the benefit of WA business and the unemployed.  It is 
calling on the Government to scrap its land tax increases and give the productive sector a break.   
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That is an overall view.  I want to indicate to the House how this is directly impacting on a very important area 
in my electorate in the south west.  The Busselton area, as members will know, has been a prime tourist 
destination for Western Australian families for many decades - virtually all of the twentieth century and 
continuing this year.  The emphasis has been on affordable family holidays.  The impact of the Government’s 
land tax increases is being sheeted home to many of the property owners who provide the tourist facilities.  This 
has surfaced early in the piece.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Which Government’s land tax increases?  This Government has not yet increased land tax. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Let me explain.  Three aspects will hit the tourist sector in that area.  The first is the 
four-year revaluation of land tax.  I will cite some figures indicating the impact this is having on people in this 
area.  We are talking mainly about affordable, family-style holiday facilities around the Geographe Bay area, 
from Busselton to Dunsborough.  I will give the minister an indication of some of the properties and the effect of 
the revaluation.  The increase for the Four Seasons Holiday Resort is 594 per cent.  Overall, that is an increase of 
$27 200, which is not an insignificant amount.  The premise next door, the owners of which do not want its name 
made public, has had an increase of $4 363, or 355 per cent.  The increase in land tax from 2001 to 2001-02 for 
the Lazy Days Caravan Park is $5 432, or 235 per cent.  The Busselton Beach Resort has had an increase of 
$12 998, or 153 per cent.  The Siesta Park Holiday Resort, which I am sure is familiar to many people, has had 
an overall increase in its land tax of $48 280, or 151 per cent.  The Acacia Caravan Park has had an increase of 
$32 863, or 121 per cent, in its land tax in that 12-month period.  The Geographe Bayview Resort has had an 
increase of $87 547; overall, that is an even 100 per cent increase.  The Port Geographe Marina has had an 
increase of 86 per cent.  The land tax figure in 2000-01 for the Mandalay Tourist Park, one of the premier 
facilities in the area which frequently wins awards for tourism excellence in the State, was $41 675.  That 
amount is going up to $62 464, an increase of $20 789, or 50 per cent.  That is at the lower end of the scale I 
have just read.  There are many others in the area.  These places are predominantly small family-operated 
businesses.  Many more strata title tourism properties in the area are being hit by the same revalued land tax 
increases, but the effect is spread among all the strata title owners; therefore the amount is dissipated through 
many small individuals and it is not as obvious.  However, it is very obvious to these people, often a single 
family running a business, because they receive the bill and they must come up with the increases.   

The worrying part about this is that it will impact on the range of tourism facilities available for Western 
Australians.  At the moment, the Busselton-Dunsborough area contains a wide mix of tourist accommodation 
and tourism opportunities, from a one-star tent to a five-star resort.  It is very healthy for the tourism industry in 
Western Australia to have that range of options available to Western Australians to holiday in their own 
backyard.  Because of the Ansett situation and the international situation, this year will probably be a bumper 
year for the south west holiday resorts.  In one way that is great, although it is ironic considering the current 
situation faced by the tourism industry throughout the world.  Predominantly, people from Perth will be happier 
and more comfortable driving to a destination rather than flying or travelling too far from home.  Land tax 
increases of this type will impact on tourism operators, who will not be able to continue to provide the same sorts 
of holiday opportunities and the same sorts of resorts as they do currently.  Although they do not want to, many 
tourism operators will be forced into the up-market, strata title four or five-star resorts, which will lock many 
Western Australians out of some tourism destinations.  Already many caravan parks have converted to strata title 
unit, short-stay accommodation providers.  Many Western Australians have lost the opportunity to holiday at 
caravan parks with prime locations on the beachfront, such as at Geographe Bay.   

There is obvious and understandable outrage in the community about the increased taxes those operators face.  
Many appeals have been made to the appropriate body to have it reconsider some of the land tax revaluations.  
Although revaluations must be based on what the market dictates, it seems as though they have been made on the 
basis of only one or two sales in the area.  Recently, there have been obvious high-profile sales of sites including 
the Green Acres caravan park.  The Radisson resort, which has changed its name to the Broadwater Beach 
Resort at Busselton, has been developed to cater for up-market tourism.  Those up-market resorts have geared 
the industry to another level, which is having an impact on the mix of tourism destinations being provided.  The 
tourism operators and the community in the south west, the Cape Naturaliste Tourism Association and the Shire 
of Busselton are concerned about the trend to develop up-market resorts.  The land tax increases are pushing 
those concerned at a very fast rate towards an end they do not necessarily want to be at.  Many ministers of the 
Government have been approached.  I have copies of a letter from an operator of Siesta Park, Mr Greg Tickle, to 
the Premier.  I know that approaches have been made to the Minister for Tourism, the Minister for Peel and the 
South West and various other ministers to address this situation in the best way they can.  The proposed tax is 
impacting on planning processes in the area.  At the Shire of Busselton, I attended a meeting between some 
representatives of the tourism operators, the Valuer General’s Office, the Shire of Busselton and the Cape 
Naturaliste Tourism Association.  Some proposals were made to consider the planning process to find out 
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whether it could be adjusted to cater for the tax increases.  Those proposals are very important and must be 
considered constructively.  

I have outlined the first aspect of the trifecta with which the tourism property owners have been hit; the second 
and third parts will probably come in the future.  The second part relates to the increase in the land tax rate over 
time.  The top tax rate will be raised from two per cent to 2.5 per cent, which will impact on many properties and 
will catch many tourism operators.  They can look forward to another tax hike in the future as a result of the 
increase in the rate of land taxes.  The third aspect relates to the removal of the land tax exemption on properties 
held by companies and trusts.  Hon George Cash explained very comprehensively what that situation would 
mean to many business proprietors in Western Australia.  For these predominantly family owned and operated 
businesses, their business is their home.  They are structured in such a way that this impost will hurt them badly.  
It will remove their exemption because their businesses are structured into trusts or companies that, at the 
moment, attract the exemption on land tax application to their primary residence, as that is their business.  Many 
of them see this as another aspect of the aborted attempt to introduce the premium property tax - a tax on the 
family home.  Their family home is their family business.  That association is an obvious one to many of those 
business proprietors who feel affronted by it.  That is the third aspect of this situation that is impacting adversely 
on many people in my electorate.   

Another aspect is payroll tax.  The payroll tax proposals to extend to labour-only subcontractors will threaten the 
independence of the subcontracting system and add to building costs for home buyers.  They are another cost 
impost initiated by the Government that will be passed on through a series of hands and processes and will 
eventually mean that the consumer will pay more.  That will mean that the product will be out of the price range 
for many consumers; they will not be able to afford it.  They will not buy the product and, therefore, jobs and 
incomes will be lost. 
In summary, the November 2001 edition of Housing News from the Master Builders Association highlights this 
situation on the front page and states - 

New Tax Attacks Sub-contractors 
In the recent State Budget, the Government announced it would introduce the new tax in July 2002, to 
raise about $20 million in revenue. 

The definition of who would be caught in the net as a “labour only” sub-contractor is yet to be 
determined. 

I understand there have been some talks between the MBA and the Government.  Hopefully there has been some 
clarification, because there was grave concern that that figure of $20 million was very rubbery.  

Hon Kim Chance:  It was rubbery and that was acknowledged by the Government at the time.  That is why, from 
the very moment it was announced, we said that this proposal would not be introduced until such time as we had 
thoroughly explored it with industry and the way in which it might be achieved.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I understand some progress has been made and I am pleased to hear that.  However, the 
basic principle still worries me, because a series of small operators will be hit.  The Government is not hurting 
the big people with this; it is hurting the small, individual sole trader, or a partnership in some cases - often 
husband and wife - and they are the people who provide the plumbers, the tilers and those sorts of people who 
are the backbone of the home building industry in Western Australia.  I know there is an issue with project 
builders who bring them under their umbrella.  At the moment, they have not brought them under their umbrella, 
although that is an arguable point.  However, I am just concerned about the end result.  The end result will be a 
bigger impost on building a home, and that impost will be passed on to the consumer.  

The quote from the front page of the Housing News goes on to state - 

Early estimates suggest that the likely impact on home-buyers is $2,000 or a two per cent cash increase 
for a new homebuyer. 

Under the new laws, a builder who engages a labourer, site cleaner, brick layer or other “labour only” contractor 
could be liable to pay payroll tax.  

This is another tax on business that undermines the sub-contract system.  

Given that payroll tax is strictly a tax on an employers wage bill (for employees), this new tax adds 
further confusion to the definition of just who is a genuine sub-contractor.  

Some issues need to be resolved.  Those issues are not being well received by the industry.  In addition, there is 
the increase in payroll tax from 5.56 per cent to six per cent.  That will impact on many larger operators who are 
susceptible to payroll tax, such as construction and building companies.  That will multiply through the 
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community.  I wanted to raise those issues because the impact of these tax changes will flow on to other parts of 
the community.   

If the Government is not yet aware, and I think it is, this will severely impact on parts of the tourism industry in 
Western Australia.  As a result, it will impact on other parts of our lifestyle and on the State of Western 
Australia.  Do we want the premium holiday destination in Western Australia to become a solely up-market 
destination?  I do not think that we do.  We need a healthy mix that provides people with the chance to enjoy all 
sorts of holiday facilities and opportunities.  This increase in land tax will push tourism providers towards an end 
that many do not want to reach.  They are comfortable with the fact that they have facilities like Siesta Park 
Holiday Resort.  That resort has provided family holiday accommodation for many thousands of families in 
Western Australia for three or four generations.  It would be wrong to try to overcome in a couple of years the 
sort of history and culture that has developed over generations.  That is a note of overall caution.  People are 
alarmed about that trend.  The trend is being accelerated by these changes, in particular to land tax.  That is the 
main item I wanted to highlight today.  There is also the issue of payroll tax.  

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [12.22 pm]:  The Bills we are considering today contain a range of 
issues; they are omnibus Bills.  Members of the Opposition have already mentioned many of those issues in their 
contribution to the second reading debate.  I will focus on the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill (No. 
2) and the exemptions that apply under clause 6.  Those exemptions relate to the imposition of property tax, 
which was not previously imposed.  As has been mentioned, that relates to companies and trusts.  People at a 
federal and state level would have had to have been under a rock during the past few years not to realise that 
State and federal Governments would at some stage tighten tax exemptions for trusts.   

I was involved in fairly widespread debates on trusts at the federal level.  I initially supported those people who 
had deep concerns about the removal of exemptions on some trusts because at that stage, in particular in the mid-
1990s, federal government agencies were directing people to use trusts as a way to hold money.  At that stage we 
believed that many small businesses would be unfairly impacted upon.  People who ignored the fact that those 
loopholes would be tightened must have been living under a rock.  

Issues surrounding principal private residences purchased to provide benefits for people with disabilities have 
not been resolved by this legislation.  I thank the Government for providing briefings on the legislation.  
However, some issues must still be clarified.  I foreshadow an amendment to remove from the definition of 
“disabled beneficiary” in this Bill the words “and has been independently assessed by an appropriate assessor as 
requiring full-time care”.  There are a number of reasons for this.  The definition in this Bill is not the normal 
definition of disability.  The definition under the Disability Services Act is as follows - 

“disability” means a disability - 

(a) which is attributable to an intellectual, psychiatric, cognitive, neurological, sensory, 
or physical impairment or a combination of those impairments; 

(b) which is permanent or likely to be permanent; 

(c) which may or may not be of a chronic or episodic nature; and 

(d) which results in - 

(i) a substantially reduced capacity of the person for communication, 
social interaction, learning or mobility; and 

(ii) a need for continuing support services; 

As suggested by Hon George Cash, that does not refer to someone who stubbed his toe.  Unless it is an 
extremely extraordinary stubbing of the toe, I do not think that fits into that definition. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  It could be an extraordinary toe!   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It could be.  The Government’s additional wording “has been independently assessed” 
immediately raises the question of who would do the assessment.  I was advised by the Disability Services 
Commission and representatives of the Western Australian Council of Social Services that it is not very clear 
where that independent assessment would come from.  Apart from applying for a commonwealth benefit or 
financial assistance for which an assessment is required, it is not clear where an independent assessor may be 
found.  We may be creating a problem that is not easily resolved.  That is one issue that I do not think has been 
properly dealt with yet.  

The second concern I have is about the words “by an appropriate assessor as requiring full-time care”.  Section 
3(d)(ii) of the Disability Services Act provides for the need for continuing support services.  A person can be 
profoundly disabled without needing full-time care.  At the briefing I was told that full-time care means 24-hour 
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care.  Since then advice has indicated that perhaps it is not 60 seconds of every minute care.  However, that is 
unclear in the legislation.  As Hon George Cash said, some interesting figures have been thrown around about 
the number of people who could qualify under the definition of “disabled beneficiary”.  The amendments refer to 
people in the State who are disabled under that definition.  That is fair enough, but I imagine that a very small 
percentage of people have a house held in trust to accommodate those people.  That must be clarified.  It would 
be a little unusual for people to suddenly provide a trust house for a disabled person in order to avoid trust tax.  I 
am not sure how realistic is the potential for that to occur. 

We are aware that under federal taxation legislation, for a whole range of reasons, trusts in general are being 
tightened to restrict their ability to avoid some taxation measures.  That is not a particularly likely scenario, 
although someone is always trying to find a means of using these measures to their benefit.  I understand that 
issue.  I am concerned that some people, for their own purposes, will try to find someone and put that person 
under a trust in order to avoid their own tax requirements.  My concern is that some people are likely to be in 
trustee situations who will not fit into this tight definition - and it is a tight definition - and the people caring for 
them will also have to go through a great deal more angst than they already do, firstly, to find this independent 
assessor and, secondly, to prove that they give 24-hour care.   

I am a bit emotional about this issue because of my family situation, in which my mother provided care for my 
father in his dying years.  My mother told me that at various times assessors came around and tried to find out 
how she did her shopping, and in a way almost accusing her of leaving the house to do the shopping.  They 
would also look at the pictures on the wall and say, “Oh, I see you do art; how do you find the time to do that?”  
Many people are providing constant care on a daily basis, unless they receive respite care for any reason, and 
they are looked down on; there is this pressure on them to somehow prove that there is not one hour or one 
minute of the day when they do anything else but provide care for that person.  That is very unreasonable and 
unfair.  We are not talking about increasing the net for people who currently do not have an exemption.  My 
concern is for people who are in circumstances in which they are already under the pressure of providing 
constant permanent care for people with either an intellectual, psychiatric, cognitive, neurological, sensory or 
physical impairment, or a combination of those impairments, which results in a substantially reduced capacity 
and a need for continuing support services.  For a whole range of reasons, those people will not fit into those 
categories and they will suddenly be required to pay property tax for a property that has been held in trust to 
provide care for someone.  Carers may find themselves with a dozen extra people and having to find that money 
and having that extra worry.  Even if a dozen extra people were able to “sleaze” through the net and use this as a 
mechanism for going into a new trusteeship - why they would do that, I am not sure - it is something that is 
worth balancing off. 

Our role in this Parliament is not only to look at the law of averages and at whom in general we throw the net at, 
but also to make sure we do not inadvertently throw the net out for people who find it unjust.  Hon Barry House 
mentioned the property tax issue and pointed out that some unjust issues ought to be looked at.  That is a 
different issue, but we should look at whether by making laws we unjustly and unfairly require people to perhaps 
sell a property, or to have to find money they do not have, or to suddenly put someone into institutionalised care, 
which for them may be a cruel thing to do because they need constant care but do not necessarily fall into the 
definition of needing full-time care.  I am yet to have those concerns properly assuaged.  I would like to think 
that the definition in the Disability Services Act could prevail.  

The specific question I want answered is how many people who currently have land held for their benefit in a 
trust fit into each of these definitions.  Does the Government know?  Obviously we need to know many people 
may come under the net if this provision is widened.  I cannot accept that everyone will suddenly race out and 
buy a house to look after the interests of these 65 000 people, because in most cases a member of the family 
provides that care.  I am very concerned that people who have established mechanisms to keep a loved one in 
care at home in familiar surroundings may find that their options are limited.  They may have to reduce the level 
of care or even sell their home and put the person into an institutionalised environment that is less beneficial to 
them than is their current situation.  I look forward to receiving a satisfactory response from the minister to those 
questions, which from my point of view have not been dealt with satisfactorily.   

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [12.36 pm]:  Hon Dee Margetts has raised some pertinent and 
important points that require further explanation.  I am sure that as legislators we do not want to enact legislation 
that will create enormous difficulties for a great number of people in the community.  With regard to the 
definitions in the Disability Services Act, this Bill certainly leaves something to be desired when we are trying to 
be as prescriptive as we currently are.  For that reason, a little more debate at the committee stage may provide 
us with the information that we require. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 19 December 2001] 

 p7303b-7319a 
Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon George Cash; Hon Barry House; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Ray Halligan 

 [12] 

We are debating two Bills that will provide the Government with additional revenue.  A number of the 
statements that were made by the Treasurer on 13 September in Budget Paper No. 1 are interesting.  The 
Treasurer states at page 6 of that budget paper -  

Like the household fees and charges announced earlier this year, the Government has exercised restraint 
in framing the tax measures.  It has protected the battlers and targeted those who have the greatest 
capacity to pay.   

That is the type of statement one might expect from a Labor Government in Western Australia or anywhere else 
in the country.  The Treasurer states at page 7 - 

To repeat, where tax rates have had to be increased, the burden of the increase is on those with the 
greatest capacity to pay and the measures will have no direct impact on ordinary Western Australian 
households.   

I would like to know what an ordinary Western Australian household is.  The other side of no direct impact is an 
indirect impact.  We went down this path in the last Parliament when the Democrats talked about the commercial 
tenancy laws and said they wanted to let the owners of properties absorb the land taxes and not pass them on.  I 
am afraid these taxes and charges are passed on, and the people to whom they are passed on are, by the 
Treasurer’s own definition, ordinary Western Australian households.  That is exactly where they go.  They are an 
indirect tax on those people whom this Government suggests it is seeking to protect.  These taxes do flow on to 
people.  The first part of the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill, dealing with the principal place of 
residence exemption, creates difficulties for people who are disabled, as Hon Dee Margetts has already 
mentioned.  It also creates difficulties for those people who structured small businesses all those years ago under 
the laws that existed at that time.  I am not suggesting that those laws should remain in place for all time.  
However, the difficulty that these people have with any tax regime is that it takes time for them to place 
themselves in a similar, but not necessarily equal, situation when changes of this type and magnitude are made.  
It is unfortunate that when members of the current Government see the word “company” they immediately think 
of something that is large and that has any number of directors each being paid a million-plus dollars a year, and 
they lump them all into the same category.  Of course, there are different types of companies.  There is the 
typical $2 company, as it is known, in which people who were previously sole traders in small businesses - often 
the corner deli, a milk run or a bread delivery - decided to incorporate to provide themselves and their families 
with the protection that incorporation can provide  

Hon Kim Chance:  And to minimise tax. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Let us go down that path of wanting to minimise tax.  The Government is changing the 
tax laws now.  If the minister believes - and he is in government - that that is the case, he should change the law, 
which is what he is doing now.  The minister should not blame the people who looked at the Government’s 
legislation and said that it was in their interest to go down path A rather than path B. 

Hon Kim Chance:  My statement was not pejorative.  I thought perhaps you should recognise that people do it 
for commercial advantage.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  This has been my argument when people continually say that people are trying to 
minimise their tax.  A few years ago we had concerns about tax avoidance and tax evasion.  Many years ago 
evasion was frowned upon - as it should be; but avoidance was not.  All “avoidance” said to the majority of 
people was that someone had two paths to follow, both legal, which were in their interests and they chose which 
path to follow.  However, if they went down a path in which they minimised their tax, the greater majority of 
people frowned upon them.   

Hon Kim Chance:  As I said, I was not being pejorative; I thought it needed to be recognised.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  These things exist; I am not denying that.  However, there are other benefits associated 
with incorporation and one is that it helps people to protect their families.  If the directors did something 
unintentionally with the result that the company had to provide some recompense, it was often the situation that 
the family home was protected.  I suggest that a great majority of people who did incorporate went down that 
path for that reason.  If there was also an opportunity to minimise tax, I have no doubt that they welcomed that.  I 
think that, had the tax rates been exactly the same, because of the protections provided by incorporation they 
would still have incorporated.   

I am concerned about what is being done to small business yet again.  Small business people, probably over any 
number of years, undoubtedly tried to place themselves in a situation where they not only minimised their tax but 
also protected their families, and we are now changing the rules of the game.  As I said, I am not against change 
but people must be provided with the time and the opportunity to find a new direction.  The Government’s 
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intention to go down the path of taking away exemptions on some principal places of residence will cause 
hardship to some people. 

Hon Dee Margetts mentioned disabled people.  Some disabled people may have received compensation for 
injuries and may have structured their lives and their finances in such a way that they bought a home which had 
to be specially built because of their disability.  Again, those people, who have fixed incomes that will not 
increase, unless by way of interest earned, may have placed themselves under a trust.  They have no great ability 
to generate additional income, yet they could be subjected to this tax impost.  That would be most unfortunate. 

There is a situation regarding payroll tax for deemed employees about which I will talk in a moment.  The 
Government intends to test people who work as contractors for businesses at which they previously worked as 
employees.  The test will determine whether they are genuinely self-employed people or whether the system is 
being rorted.  I wonder whether a test of a similar nature could be applied to disabled people.  It is all right to say 
that they are covered by the Disability Services Act, but the Act may not cover all aspects of the problem that 
appears to have been created. 

On the issue of payroll tax, again there is a grossing up of land values.  The minister said in his second reading 
speech - 

This measure will affect around 3 000 employers who have an annual payroll above $4.5 million. 

That will bring into the Government a considerable amount of money - $27 million this financial year and a 
further $202 million in the next three years.  If those figures are correct, those companies will not absorb those 
costs.  They will be part of their cost structure before they set their selling prices and, rather than reduce their 
profit margin, they will add those costs to their selling prices.  Therefore, ordinary Western Australian 
households will have to pay. 

It is amazing that this Government continues to use these words.  It believes that if it uses them often enough it 
and others will believe them.  In the second reading speech - here we go again - the minister said -  

When tax rates have had to be increased, the increase has been targeted to taxpayers with the greatest 
capacity to pay. 

As I said, the Government is starting to believe its own rhetoric, which is most unfortunate.  It will probably not 
only get itself into enormous trouble in the next couple of years; it will also get ordinary Western Australians, 
who will ultimately have to carry the burden created by this Government, into trouble.  This Government 
believes it is chopping down the tall poppy. 

There is also mention in budget paper No 1 of the payroll tax provisions for employee-like contractors.  On page 
8 the Treasurer stated -  

It is not the Government’s intention to extend the payroll tax base to contractors operating as genuine 
independent businesses.  A series of tests will be developed . . .   

I note the use of future tense.  That statement was made in September.  I wonder whether those tests have now 
been developed.  It is three months later.  According to the Treasurer’s speech, those tests were to be developed 
in consultation with tax professionals and key industry groups.  I would at some stage like to know whether 
those tests have been developed; and if so, I would like to see a copy of them.  I am sure that as we have an open 
and accountable Government, that information will be made available to this House.  I would be very concerned 
if those people who are genuinely trying to become self-employed are, through this test, deemed to be not self-
employed.  When we were in government, we privatised the Building Management Authority.  “Privatised” is 
another word that the Government does not like.  We privatised the authority because the workers spent a large 
percentage of the time sitting around waiting for work.  Those workers had the expertise and were therefore able 
to contract to do that work.  In fact, their expertise meant they were ideally placed to work on contract.  Often, 
those people had only one “employer”, because they were still generating sufficient income to not have to run 
around and find other jobs.  That was not an urgent matter for them.  Some companies in this situation - not 
BMA - were often deemed to be rorting the system.  Those companies were able to reduce their payroll tax 
because some of the workers were classed as contractors; that is, self-employed people.  By reducing their 
payroll, the companies would be under the threshold and not have to pay payroll tax.  I do not deny that some 
employers are probably trying to do that.  Those people need to be found.  However, I suggest that the 
Government needs to be very careful about this test.  I know of any number of instances in which people do not 
need to work 40 to 60 hours a week to generate the necessary income.  They might work only 20 hours a week, 
because their expertise means they can charge a higher hourly rate than many other people can.  Those people 
might be very happy working for the one group or company for half the week and sitting around doing nothing 
for the other half.  That alone does not mean that they are not genuinely self-employed.  I suggest that the 
Government consider that when it develops the test so that those people are not placed in an impossible situation 
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in which they are deemed to be employees, as they are often deemed to be employees under the Workers’ 
Compensation and Rehabilitation Act.  Those people are said to not be able to look after themselves.  Many 
people are able to look after themselves.  Such work is often a stepping stone to becoming self-employed and 
working longer hours, if that is the wish.  Those people should be given that opportunity; we should not take it 
away from them.  I mentioned privatisation.  I was reminded of something on page 6 of budget paper No 1 -  

And this Government has resisted any further privatisation.  

It says “resisted”  I thought opposition to privatisation was a principle of the Labor Party.  I would be interested 
to find out more about that.  For the Government to say that it has resisted something implies that it might agree 
with it, but that in this instance it was politically expedient to say that it did not.  However, if the Government 
wants to change its mind in a few months, it can, because it did not say that it had a principled position.  I know 
there are subprinciples and sub-subprinciples.  In this instance, it is resisting it.  I notice that the Government 
resisted it with the school cleaners, because the minister, Hon Alan Carpenter, has now left it to the schools to 
decide whether they want to renew their cleaning contracts or go back to employing school cleaners.  Therefore, 
it apparently was not a Labor Party principle.  In other words, the Labor Party believes in privatisation in certain 
instances, but it is not likely to tell us about that at this point. 

The grouping provisions are understandable.  Some people will try to rort the system if the opportunity presents 
itself.  We must put in the checks and balances to make sure that does not occur.  I agree that, on occasions, 
people will split into groups in any number of different ways to save the odd dollar, and that should not be 
allowed to occur.  It was mentioned that people may have a substantial interest in another company - I think the 
word “substantial” was used.  I am interested to know what “substantial” means.  Will we have a definition, or 
will it be just 51 per cent?  I do not want a situation to arise whereby the method of determining who is and is not 
eligible is on a sliding scale that keeps moving backwards and forwards, particularly at the whim of a minister.  
People want some form of certainty, and it is important that that certainty be provided as much as possible. 

The issue of private unit trusts is a complex area, and is certainly one that I have no wish to delve into at present.  
To my mind, it may be so complex that it should be referred to a committee.  The issue should be looked at 
thoroughly, because it could be the proverbial Pandora’s box.  Who knows where it might lead, and what things 
will be picked up and what will be lost?  Hon Dee Margetts mentioned a situation in which all that is required is 
one disabled person in a house.  There could be a group of people in a house, one of whom is a disabled person.  
This type of situation has been used before.  Hon Dee Margetts is probably right.  Under normal circumstances, 
the numbers are probably small.  The principle was the same in Papua New Guinea.  If a non-indigenous person 
wanted to start a business in Papua New Guinea, that person had to get approval.  It was far easier to start a 
business if a person had an indigenous partner.  Therefore, the principle remains the same.  Some people in the 
community may be prepared to go down that path of finding a disabled person who is vulnerable and seeking 
support, and placing that person’s name on a title deed, thus enabling the other people who are with that disabled 
person to receive the exemption. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Except that I understand the person must be a beneficiary. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The disabled person must be, but must they all be beneficiaries? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  The disabled person needs to be a beneficiary. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Does it mention 100 per cent?  I am suggesting, and Hon Dee Margetts mentioned, that 
there appear to be some grey areas that probably need to be explored a little further. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is a disabled beneficiary in relation to land or a trust. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Yes, but a person can be a partial beneficiary.  Therefore, we might be making some 
assumptions that the person must own 100 per cent of the property.  A number of issues must be explored 
further.  It is up to the Government to provide the information that people require.  The Government has 
exempted any number of landowners from land tax. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The Government has said that it is providing many people with relief from paying land 
tax by increasing the exemption threshold for the unimproved capital value of land from $10 000 to $50 000.  I 
am not sure how many blocks around the State have an unimproved capital value of less than $50 000.  Although 
it sounds very good on the surface, how much revenue does the Government believe it is forgoing?   

The Labor Government came to office in February saying that it would not increase taxes.  Of course, that is 
exactly what it is doing, and the Bills before the House demonstrate that.  This Government cannot be believed.  
It is erroneously saying that this measure is not aimed at ordinary Western Australian households but at those it 
believes can afford to pay.  However, it is withholding from the general public that it already knows those taxes, 
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charges, fees - whatever members opposite wish to call them - will be passed on as business overheads.  
Ordinary Western Australians will have to pay these taxes - someone must - and that will be the bottom line.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  Didn’t the Labor Party say there would be no new taxes or tax increases?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Members opposite went to the voting public in February saying, “Don’t vote for the 
coalition Government; it is the highest taxing State Government ever.  We will not increase taxes.”   

Hon N.F. Moore:  They also said they would introduce no new taxes.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is correct.  They then said that they had to increase taxes because of the black hole 
left by the previous Government.  However, Treasury has said, not to government members but behind closed 
doors, “Sorry, you are wrong; you have a surplus.”  The Government has not been able to manage it properly.  I 
suggest that in future the Government will go down exactly the same path as its predecessors of not being able to 
manage its finances properly.  Therefore, the taxes raised as a result of these two Bills may very well be the first 
rather than the last, even though the Labor Party told everyone that there would be none.   

People have many concerns about these two Bills.  The Government has again gone down a path of determining 
that after costing some of its election promises, the Department of Treasury and Finance will be short of money.  
The Government has had to provide ways and means of increasing revenue to pay for those promises.  I believe 
that we see before us some of the efforts to make up the shortfall, which to my mind proves yet again that this 
Government cannot control its finances. 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [2.07 pm]:  I thank members for 
their observations.  I note that some concern and opposition to these revenue measures was expressed.  These 
revenue measures are part of the budget.  I would be very interested, if members opposite are to oppose these 
two Bills, if they would explain to the people of Western Australia exactly what results they would cut.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  We are keeping you to your word.  You said that there would be no new taxes and no new 
costs.  Why should we not keep you honest? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I would be very interested indeed for those opposite to go to the people of Western 
Australia and say where in the health budget, the education budget, the police budget or any other budget they 
would make a cut.  The former Minister for Tourism is in the Chamber.  Where in the tourism budget would he 
make a cut? 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Perhaps you might take the $4 million back from the racing industry. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I find it remarkable that the Opposition is going down this course.   

Members opposite and Hon Dee Margetts raised a number of issues which I will seek to address.  I sought to 
deal by way of interjection with what Hon George Cash said about the exemption issue and the matter to do with 
numbers.  The figure of 1 400, I am advised, represents the companies and trusts that currently own land and 
enjoy a principal place of residence exemption.  That is clear from the second reading speech.  The figure of 
62 400 I am advised represents those persons who would fall into the category of full-time carer.  I will elaborate 
on that further when I deal specifically with points raised by Hon Dee Margetts.  Those 62 400 people may or 
may not be beneficiaries.  The figure of 355 500 represents those persons who, it is said, would have a disability 
that meets the definition of disability under disability services legislation.  There is no estimate of the amount of 
revenue that would be forgone through the proposed amendment on the Notice Paper under the name of Hon 
Dee Margetts, because Department of Treasury and Finance does not have data on beneficiaries of trusts, only on 
trustees.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Are you saying that is all?  You are kidding.  One-third of the population meets the 
definition. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  That is the figure I have been given.  I will not say that I have personally talked to 
everybody and assessed them.  It seems to me that 355 500 people is a very large number, but it is by no means a 
third of the population.  I think our population is about 1.9 million people, so it is about one-sixth by rough 
estimate.   

With regard to the points raised by Hon Dee Margetts, the definition of a disabled beneficiary is set out in the 
Bill.  It is tighter than the definition in section 3 of the Disability Services Act by reason of the words that have 
been added, which are the subject of comment.  I have been advised that the definition in the Bill was drafted in 
consultation with the Disability Services Commission to ensure that the most vulnerable members of the 
community were allowed the benefit of a land tax exemption.  It was considered during the drafting process that 
the scope of the definition in the Act was too broad, and therefore there was a need to confine the exemption to 
those who had disabilities of a severe nature.  The Disability Services Commission came up with the figure of 
approximately 62 400 who it says suffer from a severe and profound disability such that they would meet the 
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definition of a disabled beneficiary as set out in the Bill.  The proposed amendment of Hon Dee Margetts - we 
are referring to something that is on the Notice Paper to be dealt with in Committee, but it has been raised in the 
second reading debate, so it is appropriate that I respond to it at this stage - would broaden the scope of persons 
who would be entitled to exemption.  The provision was drafted to protect the most vulnerable members of the 
community.  It would be very difficult for a person without appropriate training and experience to identify 
someone who has a disability and requires full-time care.  Again, the Disability Services Commission advises 
that approximately 355 500 persons have a disability that could entitle them to an exemption if we were to rely 
on the definition of disability under the Disability Services Act.  The view of the Government is that allowing 
the exemption to that broader group of persons would be potentially a significant burden on the State’s finances 
and would not enable the exemption to be properly targeted.  It has been put to me that full-time care does not 
necessarily mean 60 seconds a minute, 60 minutes an hour or 24 hours a day.  It means someone for whom care 
or assistance needs to be given in the performance of what could be called core tasks; for example, the provision 
of meals, the supervision of meals, showering, personal care, movement from a wheelchair to a bed or a bed to a 
bath and matters of that kind.  Another person who may come into that category is a person who sleeps during 
the night but who needs turning at night and matters of that kind.  That person could properly be referred to as 
requiring full-time care.  The width of the definition of disability under the Disability Services Act would 
include all those persons who would require full-time care.  However, we are proposing to narrow that definition 
so as not to spread the potential exemption.   

The Disability Services Commission advised that it relies on the Australian Bureau of Statistics definition of 
what constitutes profoundly disabled.  Its advice states that it is exceedingly unlikely that anyone who is 
profoundly disabled would not require full-time care.  Currently, the legislation requires an independent 
assessment to be conducted by an appropriate assessor to determine whether a person requires full-time care.  
The Government relies on the Disability Services Commission to validate the status of a person’s disability.  The 
Disability Services Commission has provided further advice that anyone who requires full-time care would 
probably already have been assessed for other purposes.  Under the proposed legislation, it is envisaged that a 
landowner would provide a copy of that assessment to the Department of Treasury and Finance, which in turn 
would forward that assessment to the Disability Services Commission.  The commission has provided me with 
examples of previous assessments including aged care assessments by the Department of Health or 
Commonwealth Government assessments for pension purposes.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Those cases do not require an assessment of whether a person requires full-time care.   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  An assessment would take place and no doubt the assessment would - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  People would have been assessed previously under a different definition; therefore, they 
must be reassessed.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  If they must be reassessed, they must be reassessed.  If, on our advice, hundreds of 
thousands of people were made exempt from land tax, it would undermine the point behind this measure, which 
is to prevent - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Hundreds of thousands of people do not belong to trusts.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  That has been asserted and that is the advice I have been given by the Disability 
Services Commission.  The member can agree or disagree; however, that is the advice I was given.  I note the 
member’s strong view on the matter.  The Government can rely on only the advice it has been given, and that is 
the advice that the Government has been given.  I am advised that in the unlikely circumstance that no existing 
assessment is available, the Disability Services Commission will arrange for an appropriate assessment to be 
made at no cost to the person concerned.  I hope that allays the member’s concerns.  I am further advised that the 
Disability Services Commission has been in contact with the Western Australian Council of Social Service.  
Both bodies are satisfied with the proposal and are of the view that the people who will be targeted by the 
exemption will get the benefits.  The Disability Services Commission and WACOSS have been involved in the 
consultation process.  I hope that satisfies the member.  No information on the revenue impact of the proposed 
amendment is available because the Department of Treasury and Finance has details of trustees rather than of 
beneficiaries.  As things stand, because this is a new exemption Treasury does not currently have details about 
whether beneficiaries are disabled or not.  I agree that people operating under trusts and companies do not pay 
land tax under existing arrangements.  

Hon Barry House raised a number of issues, particularly relating to the Busselton area.  I agree that it is a most 
important part of the State and it is an area with which I am not unfamiliar.  He also made reference to the 
economy.  Recent statistics indicate that the Western Australian economy is doing very well, which I am sure he 
would be encouraged by.  Paradoxically, the Busselton area and the south west region generally may have 
benefited from the events that occurred on 11 September.  Certainly, those to whom I have spoken in that part of 
the State expect that to be the case.  It is good that some people may benefit in that regard.  In any event, I agree 
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with Hon Barry House’s observations about the importance of the greater Busselton area around Yallingup and 
down to Cape Naturaliste.  However, the increased revenue from land tax in the Busselton area is not due to this 
measure.  Increases in the 2001-02 land tax bills are a result of the current land tax scale, which was introduced 
by the previous Government.   

Hon Barry House:  I understand that. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I note that Hon Barry House has said he understands, and I will not take his comments 
as, in any way, contradicting what I have just said.  However, he pointed out that significant land tax increases 
have been paid by taxpayers in that part of the State.  In particular, the land tax bills for 2001-02 are significantly 
higher than those of 2000-01, which is a result of valuation changes following the processes of the Valuer 
General’s office.  The honourable member will be aware that that process of valuation is independent of the 
operations of the political arm of government.  The Valuer General has indicated that his office’s valuation of 
unimproved land with a tourism development rating has increased substantially in the past year, and, in some 
cases, doubled.  However, that is consistent with the observations of the member.  The advice provided is that 
this reflects a catch-up component, as last year’s valuation was considered conservative in light of subsequent 
evidence from property sales.  This is the advice that was provided to me.  I do not know whether it is true in 
practice, but mechanisms are available to aggrieved taxpayers if they disagree with the operation of the law in 
their particular case.  I am further advised that a number of agencies, including the Valuer General’s office, have 
been liasing with tourism operators in the Busselton area, and that objections to land valuation increases will be 
dealt with on their individual merits.  It is likely that a small number of valuations will be adjusted, but not 
significantly.  I find that advice interesting because if the objections are to be dealt with on individual merit, how 
would it be known whether it involved a small or a large number of valuations?  However, for the benefit of the 
House and the honourable member, I am relaying the advice that I was given on this important issue.  I am also 
advised that owners who wish to retain low-density caravan sites have been encouraged to seek a change in 
zoning to effect restricted use of that property.  That would result in lower land valuations which would, in turn, 
flow through to future land tax assessments.  The Treasurer has asked the Department of Treasury and Finance to 
consider the issue of land tax and tourism as part of the review of state business taxes.  Proper concerns have 
been raised, and legal measures can be used to alleviate some of those concerns.  The matter is being given 
further consideration and it is hoped that those aggrieved will have their grievances dealt with in a way that will 
be satisfactory to them.  If that does not occur, it is clearly something that should be looked at further.  If the 
honourable member has a constructive proposal to put, I am sure that it will be listened to.  
Hon Barry House:  But there are two other aspects that this legislation impacts upon, which I mentioned.  
Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Yes, Hon Barry House did.  The question of trusts and companies is a policy position.  
We are dealing with around 1 400 companies that hold properties in trusts.  The measures before us will not 
impact upon all homes owned by companies and trusts.  Homes owned by companies and occupied by 
employees or guests will not be affected because they are already subject to land tax.  Similarly, homes on a 
farm and owned by a company or trust will not be affected by the measure because those properties will remain 
exempt from land tax by virtue of the primary production exemption.  Again, owners who restructure the 
arrangement to that of natural person ownership in order to continue to receive a principal land tax exemption 
will in most cases incur only nominal stamp duty.  That will not occur in every case.  Those matters will have to 
be dealt with on their merits.  Of course, the capital gains consideration must be weighed up, but that is a federal 
matter.  The family home is exempt from capital gains tax.   

There is a substantial benefit to people who go down that path, but again, it is a matter for people to assess in the 
light of their individual circumstances.  It is true that owners might not choose to restructure their properties to a 
natural person home ownership structure because their current arrangements might be in place for tax 
minimisation purposes or to shelter the property from claims of creditors or both.  Those are the general reasons 
people go into those arrangements.  That is a matter for them to decide.  A person should be free to place his 
family home in a company or trust to gain commercial benefits.  It is the Government’s view that those people 
should not then expect to enjoy the same land tax treatment that is provided to people who directly own and 
occupy their homes and who do not have access to those other benefits.  The Government’s policy view is that 
state taxation laws should not be structured to allow shareholders of private companies and trustees of trusts to 
enjoy the best of both worlds.  People can make that choice.   
I note the observations of Hon Dee Margetts about the history of the Commonwealth’s treatment of trusts, 
companies and tax minimisation matters.  The proposition that provided companies and trusts with the principal 
place of residence exemption came into being during the period of the last coalition Government.  That measure 
was championed by Hon Max Evans.  It came in around 1994.  Those exemptions did not exist before that, 
notwithstanding the political colour of whoever was in power.  It is something that came into being during the 
life of the previous Government and it is something that this Government wishes to remove.  In doing so, we are 
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putting in place certain categories of exemption.  I think that is the appropriate balance for an interesting area of 
public policy such as this.   
Hon Ray Halligan made a number of broad observations about areas covered in the Bill.  With great respect, his 
observations, in a very general sense, were similar to many of the observations made by Hon George Cash, who 
accurately described the technical aspects of the Bill.  I was somewhat surprised when Hon Ray Halligan 
suggested that the part of the legislation that deals with the treatment of private unit trusts be referred to a 
committee because it is complex.  I agree; it is complex.  All the matters are complex.  I invite members to 
examine the pages demonstrating the calculation of payroll tax; they are mind boggling.  One would have to be a 
wizard in algebra and goodness knows what else to understand them.  It would take many hours to work them 
out.  
Although most of the measures in this package are related to matters announced in the budget for revenue 
raising, the treatment of private unit trusts involves tax relief.  I trust Hon Ray Halligan is not really concerned 
about that aspect being referred to a committee for examination.  If the member wishes to immerse himself in 
taxation matters, the Government is proposing to simplify the administration of taxation.  He may, therefore, 
have an opportunity to study those very interesting but dry matters in due course.   
I note the threat to the revenue posed by the Opposition and I trust it is only that.  It would be a matter of great 
regret if an Opposition in this State voted against revenue measures that are an integral part of the budget.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Louise Pratt Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon G.T. Giffard Hon J.A. Scott Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Tom Stephens  

Noes (13) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien Hon B.K. Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Frank Hough Hon B.M. Scott  
Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon W.N. Stretch  
Hon Peter Foss Hon N.F. Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Adele Farina Hon Paddy Embry 
 Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon M.J. Criddle 

Question thus passed. 

Bills read a second time. 
 


