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TAXATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 7 May. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [2.12 pm]: This is about the fourth time I have attempted to 
speak on the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 because the orders of the day keep changing. That is 
also about as many times as the government has changed the payroll tax in the last two years, I think! 
Hon Simon O’Brien: That’s spooky! 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is; very! 

To give a brief summary, we know this bill amends three acts, the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act, the Duties Act 
and the Land Tax Assessment Act, and I would like to concentrate most of my comments on the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Act. The last few times I spoke on this bill I expressed my concern about this component of the bill, 
particularly because it is the second time we have dealt with the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act in two years and 
that cannot be good for businesses, with businesses not knowing what the government has planned for them. 
That is the problem with changing all the time. Last time, we dealt with the payroll tax threshold, but this time 
we are dealing with a diminishing payroll tax exemption being introduced. As we know from the bill, the tax-
free threshold will phase out for employers with annual payrolls between $800 000 and $7.5 million. As I said 
earlier in this place, my concern is that businesses that have plans in place will have to change them, in part, 
because this government had already made certain promises to them and they started their planning. They built 
their businesses on those promises, but as we will see, those promises have already been broken. I will quote 
those promises shortly. Much of this is due to the government’s fiscal mismanagement; a big part of the reason 
we are here today dealing with this bill is because of this government’s poor fiscal management. We are now 
seeing the lowest return of GST in the dollar ever; however, the government knew that would happen and 
members of the government had a hand in setting up the formula on which the GST share is calculated. Did the 
government listen when it was advised to put a floor in the GST to prevent exactly what we are seeing now—bad 
times in WA’s economy? Did the government act to put in, say, a floor of 50 cents in the dollar? No, the 
government did not listen to that advice. Not having done that, the government is also blaming falling iron ore 
prices, despite commentary a number years ago from a number of people saying that the heat would come off 
our major trading partners, particularly China. Despite the government knowing that, it did not make any 
arrangements in the budget to take it into account and that is why we are here today dealing with this bill. Instead 
of doing that, the government spent recklessly on vanity projects and made those decisions in the full knowledge 
that other parts of the economy were suffering. It made really poor decisions to spend on vanity projects rather 
than other areas. The government knew it was growing and operating a deficit of about $1.3 billion, and it could 
be higher. It also knew it was racking up public sector debt of around $30 billion. Who will pay for that public 
sector debt? Our kids’ kids’ kids—that is who will pay for that over time. 

With this payroll tax reform the government hopes to claw back about $397 million and I would like to look at 
who is impacted by this. As I said before, businesses are feeling dizzy from the number of commitments they 
have been given by this government that have been broken. I quote from the Liberal Party’s small business 
policy. It states — 

The Liberals are committed to lifting the tax burden on Western Australian businesses to free up funds 
that can be better used to invest, expand, employ and innovate. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am not taking interjections from Hon Alyssa Hayden because they do not make 
sense and they do not contribute to the debate. Her interjections are irrelevant; they do not contribute to the 
debate. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! As she said, the member has had a very disjointed speech—she has had 
about four goes at it—and she only has about eight minutes left, so let her give her version of her comments in 
those eight minutes. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I look forward to other members standing and making a contribution on this. Let 
us hear from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia on this topic. I quote — 

CCI has urged the Government to review all of its programs to weed out unnecessary and inefficient 
spending instead of taxing business to get back to surplus. 

Let us hear more from this CCI. I quote — 
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“The delay in the election commitment to raise the payroll tax threshold, and increase the tax burden on 
larger businesses comes at a time when confidence is already low and the economy is in transition.” 

What about this from the CCI? I quote — 
“Many small businesses were already planning around the increase in the threshold for 2015–16—but 
this deferral will discourage them from putting on new staff for a further 12 months,” … 

I could continue; however, I am short on time. Other members’ contributions to this debate will be very welcome 
after mine. I am most concerned about businesses in the East Metropolitan Region. How many businesses are 
affected by changes? According to the explanatory memorandum to the bill and briefings, about 
17 000 employers will be affected, but we were not given any information about how that breaks down by 
region, so I hope the government can provide that.The East Metropolitan Region has a significant number of 
what are considered small businesses that employ a large number of people—in the vicinity of about 39 000 at 
the last census. If the East Metropolitan Region has a lot of small businesses, a high proportion of those small 
businesses are in the mining and manufacturing industries, which are, as we know, currently experiencing 
a significant economic downturn. A lot of businesses are already laying off staff. Unemployment levels in the 
East Metropolitan Region, as I have explained before, have grown significantly. What happens when businesses 
are faced with another disincentive to employ people? They do not employ them; they lay off more people, 
particularly if they are fighting to meet an increasing tax bill. This change will not encourage innovation or 
growth, as the Liberals promised at the last election. It will encourage, as the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia has said, businesses to work towards minimising their payroll in order to minimise 
their tax whack. That is exactly what is going to happen, and I invite the government to explain what it is going 
to do, who will be affected in the East Metropolitan Region, how they will be affected and the measures that the 
government will put in place to encourage businesses not to sack people. I invite the government to contribute on 
those matters in this debate. What measures is the government putting in place to encourage businesses that will 
be affected by this measure to take on new workers? 

I am particularly concerned about why businesses will be required to pay a very similar rate in the dollar for this 
tax. For example, the tax rate for a business with a payroll of $1 million will increase by 11.9 per cent, as will the 
tax rate for a business with a payroll of $7.5 million. I invite the government to comment on that. 

As I said, the government also needs to take into account what businesses will do in response to this payroll tax 
change. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry conducted a survey of its members about the impact of the 
government’s decision to increase payroll tax and it got responses from about 600 members. As a result of the 
outcome of that survey, it recently stated — 

The clear majority of businesses surveyed said the payroll tax hikes would hurt profitability, curtail new 
employment, lead to lower pay rises for staff and hit new capital investment. 

Because of the clawback policy — 

That is the one we are debating — 

• 84 per cent of businesses expected to be less profitable 

• 82 per cent were less likely to increase staff wages 

• 81 per cent of businesses expected to hire fewer new employees. 

We were invited in the explanatory memorandum to accept that these changes will bring us in line with the 
Northern Territory and Queensland. The explanatory memorandum states that this will make us consistent with 
the approach taken by Queensland and the Northern Territory. We were invited to accept that as a given, so 
I thought I would look into what that meant and how consistent we will be. The tax rate in Queensland is 
currently 4.7 per cent. I would not exactly call that consistent. The Queensland government also offers an 
exemption for employers who employ apprentices and trainees to encourage them to employ apprentices and 
trainees. That is pretty welcome. 

Hon Adele Farina: But it’s a shame we didn’t pick that up. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is a shame we did not pick that up. 

The Territory has a threshold of $1.5 million; that is not exactly a direct comparison, so I thought I would go 
further. The current rate in New South Wales is 5.4 per cent, but a $1 000 rebate is offered to employers who 
employ people who have experienced a mass lay-off. As we know, there have been significant redundancies, 
particularly in the mining and manufacturing industries. The New South Wales government is providing 
employers with an incentive to employ people, not to lay them off because of a big hike. I could go on. There is 
not much to compare with other states. I went back to the Liberals’ policy on this and I found that the Treasurer 
said that businesses that employ a new Indigenous or disabled employee would not pay any payroll tax for that 
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person. I welcome some feedback from the government about how well that is going for it. Is that an incentive to 
encourage people with disabilities to be employed? Is there an incentive through payroll tax to encourage people 
who are Aboriginal to be employed, as other states have done? That is where the real comparison is. I invite the 
government to talk about other ways in which this payroll tax measure will encourage innovation, encourage 
business to expand and discourage businesses from sacking workers. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [2.27 pm]: I rise this afternoon to also make a contribution 
on the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015. As we know, this bill seeks to amend the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Act 2002 to implement a revenue and savings measure that was first announced in the government’s 
2014–15 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. The bill also makes amendments to the 
Duties Act 2008 and the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002. As some of my colleagues have already pointed out, 
this is of course the second time in a year that this chamber has debated amendments to those three acts. The last 
time was in June 2014, with the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014. In fact, it is probably good that we have 
had these amendment bills, because it is fair to say that the government has not had a great deal of legislation for 
us to deal with this year. It is pleasing that it has had these three acts to amend multiple times, even if, in this 
case, it is a cash grab. 

The purpose of last year’s Revenue Laws Amendment Bill was of course to implement two of the revenue and 
savings measures announced in the 2014–15 state budget. Those changes related to the first home buyer transfer 
duty concession and introduced a new land tax scale from 2014–15. The bill also amended the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Act 2002 to increase the payroll tax exemption threshold to $850 000. In the bill before us, the tax-free 
threshold issue raises its head again, although the benefit of the tax-free threshold will be phased out and removed 
altogether for some businesses. We know that this government is desperate for revenue and we know that the state’s 
finances are in a dire situation. In fact, we have only to go to the Leader of the House’s second reading speech 
because it tells us as much. It states that the state’s finances are facing very challenging fiscal conditions. 

The particular changes in the bill before us that are causing most concern are, as Hon Alanna Clohesy pointed 
out, the new changes to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002. Most of those concerns are being voiced by the 
business community in this state. It has every right to be angry at the government’s surprise decision in the 
midyear review. After the decision was announced in December last year, there was a press release from the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia on 20 March. An initial press release was issued last 
year on 22 December. I am not sure whether this was the press release that the honourable member quoted from, 
but it is certainly one that I will quote from this afternoon. This one of 22 December is titled “Payroll tax hike to 
hurt business”. It is a statement from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia’s 
chief economist, John Nicolaou, who I note from the media last week is about to move on from his job. The 
two points that the CCI was seeking to make in this release related to payroll tax changes being a tax on jobs and 
business confidence being at a low ebb in this state and expected to worsen. 

I think the honourable member mentioned that the CCI had urged the government to review all its programs to 
weed out unnecessary and inefficient spending instead of taxing business to get back into surplus. I quote from 
the release — 

“The $1.3 billion operating deficit announced today shows the significant financial challenges facing 
the state, … 

“But increasing the payroll tax burden is not the right move to address the issues with the budget.” 

I think we are all in agreement that the state’s finances are in a parlous situation. Something has to be done. I do 
not want to sound like a broken record in this place, Mr President, but I have made the point previously that if 
the finances of the state are tight, surely we should push back and not build Perth Stadium now, and go slow on 
Elizabeth Quay. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I look forward to Hon Alyssa Hayden’s contribution afterwards. I have only 
40 minutes left and I cannot wait to hear her contribution. 

As a regional member of Parliament, it sticks in my craw that we are losing Aboriginal and Islander education 
officers from our schools; that we have lost teachers’ assistants; and that we are losing all sorts of other funding, 
including school support program resource allocation funding—SSPRA—and whatever else; yet where in the 
city and in the metropolitan area are they taking their share of the pain? They are not. Certainly, the stadium and 
Elizabeth Quay—two massive monumental projects—could be put back. It is too late to scrap them, but let us 
slow down on them. Let us not spend that money. Let us not waste that money at a time when the state’s 
finances are in crisis. It really concerns me that schools and hospitals in my electorate are all facing restraint and 
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have to tighten their budgets; in fact, in some cases they are losing staff, yet we have this massive wastage in the 
metropolitan area. 

Anyway, back to the WA business community that was and still is concerned about this payroll tax hike. I have 
to say that the WA community has every right to be angry with the Barnett government, or the Barnett–Redman 
government. I should not forget that it is not just a Liberal government; it is a Liberal–National government, and 
each of those members on the far side are to blame. We cannot just blame it on the Liberal Party; the Nationals 
are complicit too. 

As I was saying, the WA community has every right to be angry with the Barnett–Redman government for the 
litany of election commitments that have been broken. We are two years into the term of this government, and 
I am not going to go through the list of broken promises that we have gone through here before. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Go on! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I could, honourable member, and if I have time at the end of my speech, I might 
get back to it. 

Suffice to say that so many broken promises have been made by those people on that side — 

Hon Adele Farina: They have no credibility. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: — that they have absolutely no credibility—the honourable member is correct. The 
WA community is right to be concerned about this issue and the business community is right to be concerned 
about this tax hike, because it will cost business. 
As we know, the government went to the last election saying that its promises were fully funded and fully 
costed—or FFFC, as Hon Sally Talbot referred to it when she made a contribution. If the government’s 
commitments were fully funded and fully costed, why have we seen three new revenue bills in this Parliament 
over the past year or so? Plainly and simply they were not, because we know, and I think the Premier has 
admitted since then, that it was just a stamp on the front of the document. It did not mean anything and the 
government certainly did not stand by it. 
We know that in 2008, when this government took office, net debt was around $3.6 billion. From budget papers 
we have seen since, we know that in 2014 the total net debt was about $21 billion, and it is hovering probably 
a few billion dollars higher at this stage. This is a huge increase and people are right to ask: where has the money 
gone? We have lost our AAA credit rating and with that we have seen an unnecessary increase in interest costs. 
In fact, the last figures I have seen suggest that our net interest costs are about $1 billion now; and that is before 
we have seen a single public service delivered to Western Australians and to the Western Australian community. 
Other members have pointed out the Liberal Party’s small business policy from the last election. It starts by 
stating — 

The Liberal Party recognises that the success of small business is crucial to the economic and social 
well-being of all Western Australians. 

There it is in black and white, yet what do we see? 
Hon Adele Farina: They don’t care about the social and economic wellbeing of Western Australians. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No; of course Liberal Party members do not care about the social and economic 
wellbeing of Western Australians; and I have to say, particularly with this bill, they seem to have forgotten small 
businesses in Western Australia. The policy document goes on — 

While the resources sector might be the engine of the economy, small business is its heart and soul, 
creating job opportunities for people in their local communities. 

Yet with this bill before us, we will see job creation among small business hampered; there is no doubt about it. 
We know from the briefings that we have received, from the explanatory memorandum and also from the second 
reading speech that many businesses in this state will be hit by this new fee. In fact, as a result of the passage of 
this bill, the business community will miss out on another $397 million. 

I want to ask the minister a question at this point about the 2014 midyear review. Perhaps the advisers who are 
here this afternoon will take a note and give this note to the minister when he returns from urgent parliamentary 
business. I ask: in the 2014–15 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement this initiative has 
$418 million next to it, yet we see from the bill before us and from the minister’s second reading speech that the 
government is now anticipating $397 million being saved over the next three years. I wonder whether the 
minister, when he returns to the chamber and responds to the second reading contributions, can point out for us 
why there is this differential of $21 million. If I am right, this anomaly would appear to show that 
WA businesses are already experiencing a downturn, that Treasury knows this and that is why the anticipated 
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revenue is less than expected when the initial calculations were released in December 2014. I therefore welcome 
an explanation on that issue. We know it, too, from the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement, 
which states on page 16 that the taxation revenue has already been revised down by $279 million, or 2.9 per cent. 
We know, too, that payroll tax collection is already down by $96 million due to lower than expected collections 
in 2013–14 and in the year to date. In fact, page 16 of that document states — 

 a downward revision to payroll tax collections (down $96 million), due to the flow-on impact 
of lower than expected collections in 2013–14 and in the year-to-date. Growth of 4.8% is 
estimated for 2014–15, below the forecast of 6.0% at budget-time.  

I wonder whether in fact that 4.8 per cent estimated growth is actually anywhere near the target. That figure, too, 
could be off. The document goes on to state — 

This reflects an expectation that an upward revision to employment growth (which is partially 
offset by a downward revision to wage growth) is unlikely to fully flow through to payroll tax 
collections, with employment growth being driven by part-time workers and industries that 
make a smaller contribution to payroll tax; 

That is my question: why this differential? It was in not only the December media release from the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, but also a media statement from the CCI on 30 March 2015, again 
titled “Payroll tax hike will hurt business” in which it also referred to the $418 million figure over the next 
three years. I look forward to an explanation on that issue. 

I am also interested to know—perhaps the minister in his reply can advise—how much of this $397 million 
refers to regional Western Australia? If there is a breakdown of regional versus city, I am keen to get some 
feedback about how much of this affects regional Western Australia. Again, the minister can advise me of that. 
In 2014, the Australian Small Business Commissioner—the federal agency—in its submission to the competition 
policy review, titled “Submission by the Office of the Australian Small Business Commissioner”, stated that 
small business operators in regional areas, particularly regional Western Australia, are struggling already. I quote 
from this document that, on page 2, states — 

Similar competition issues arise in the labour market where small business competes with other 
business for labour. Small business operators in regional Western Australia have spoken to us about 
how they struggle to compete with mining companies for workers and tradespeople due to the wages 
that large mining companies can offer. 

This has been a real issue for the past few years whereby small business operators, particularly in the Pilbara, 
have struggled to keep their staff and attract new staff because, plainly and simply, the mining sector was paying 
bigger dollars and could afford to poach staff who were working for small business operators or non-government 
organisations. The mining sector could poach them and pay them more and give them a job in a mining 
company. With the boom dissipating, that is not as much of an issue now as it was previously. There are still 
particular difficulties that small business operators in the regions face. This tax grab is another expense for our 
regional small business operators. These measures further threaten the viability of small businesses, maybe not in 
isolation but add the huge increases in land tax, obviously the payroll tax increase, the electricity price increases 
that businesses have been faced with, gas price increases and water price increases. Small businesses have also 
had to contend with TAFE fee increases for apprenticeships and training. They have to contend with motor 
vehicle licensing fee increases. Some of them have had to contend with Building Commission registration fees. 
The government’s financial mismanagement should not be to the detriment of the business community in 
Western Australia, and it should not be regional businesses in particular that have to pay the price for the 
government’s profligate spending. 

We know from the explanatory memorandum and the second reading speech that about 17 000 WA businesses 
will be collectively slugged an extra $397 million in payroll tax over the next three years. The 
Barnett government has to do something to plug the gaping royalty revenue hole that has sent the budget 
plunging to a record deficit. That has been a major contributing factor—I know that Hon Alanna Clohesy made 
that point earlier—but also every expert has been telling us not to be as reliant on the mining sector as we have 
been. But did anybody listen? Absolutely not. Take this $397 million tax on payroll wages—rough and dirty 
maths—divide it by three, that is about $130-odd million a year, and say the $44 000 that up to 5 000 employers 
may pay is roughly equal to the minimum wage, which is approximately $33 000, plus super, workers 
compensation, holidays and sick pay. If we divide that $132 million by $44 000, that is about 3 006 full-time 
equivalent jobs per annum that may not be created as a result of this tax hike. If those small businesses were able 
to create those jobs, that would be an extra 3 000 families supported and 3 000 more workers contributing to our 
economy and to our community. What is $397 million? What has the government spent or wasted that kind of 
money on before? Look at the $280 million for the Muja AB refurbishment and look at the $118 million, the 
issue that Roger Cook raised, that was paid to Serco to run Fiona Stanley Hospital with no patients. That is about 
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$398 million. If the government had managed its activities much better, small business in Western Australia 
would not be taking this in the neck. That wastage of $398 million means that small businesses are now 
suffering, and will suffer. It is disappointing, because if that $398 million had been left in the hands of 
Western Australian employers, it may well have paid for an extra 3 000 employees over the next three years. It is 
small businesses again that will suffer as a result of this issue. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: They will have the increased threshold. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: When is the increased threshold coming in, honourable member? I look forward to 
the member advising us when she makes her contribution, in 24 minutes’ time. I look forward to it. I look 
forward to the member’s contribution because I am certainly going to speak to the President and direct my 
comments through him. I will not be taking interjections this afternoon, Mr President. 

The PRESIDENT: You can be sure I will not interject. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Mr President; I appreciate that. I wish everybody was like you, 
Mr President, but they are not. 

I go back to the point I made that the changes to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 will affect 
17 000 employers who will essentially have the tax-free threshold removed from their payroll tax bills each year. 
A payroll tax of $1 million, if a small business or a business in Western Australia — 

Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Alyssa Hayden has found her voice today. I think she needs to stop interjecting. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Mr President; it gave me a chance to have a glass of water. 

Back to the businesses in this state, as I was saying, the changes will affect 17 000 employers. If a business 
currently has a payroll of $1 million, that will mean a payment of an extra $1 313 of payroll tax. If a business 
currently has a payroll of $3 million, it will have an extra $14 448 of payroll tax payable. If a business currently 
has a payroll of $5 million, it will have an extra $27 582 of payroll tax payable. Obviously, the upper end is that 
if a business has a payroll above $7.5 million, it will get a $44 000 whack. That will make a difference to 
businesses in this state. It will make a huge difference to some businesses in this state.  

Hon Alanna Clohesy quoted from this media release earlier, but I need to quote from it as well because it paints 
a picture. This is the media release from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia dated 
30 March 2015. The CCI surveyed its membership and 606 members responded about the impact of this 
government’s decision to increase the payroll tax burden. Eighty-four per cent of businesses expected to be less 
profitable as a result of this payroll tax burden and 82 per cent were less likely to increase staff wages. That hits 
workers who are already being hit by this government. They are already facing increased taxes and charges in 
a range of areas. This government is already taking from them and now it will limit any chance of a pay rise. 
Eighty-two per cent of businesses said they were less likely to increase staff wages and 81 per cent of those 
surveyed expected to hire fewer new employees. That is, 81 per cent of businesses that replied to the CCI survey 
said they expected to hire fewer new employees. Three-quarters of businesses also said they were unlikely to 
increase wages because of the deferral of a planned increase in the payroll tax exemption. 

Two new taxes are planned in 2015—at least that we know about at this stage—this tax, through the 
Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015, and obviously the regional improvement tax, which is another issue 
and another concern for regional Western Australians. With the metropolitan region improvement tax, there is 
a lot of money sitting in bank accounts not being spent. There is already an improvement tax for regional 
Western Australia—that is, royalties for regions. Royalties for regions is supposed to give back to the regions. 
It is supposed to ensure that royalties are spent in the communities where these minerals come from. That fund 
should be funding improvements in regional areas. It does not need to be a special or a separate regional 
improvement tax—the money is there. There is money in the royalties for regions account, but is it all being 
spent? No, it is not. Again, regional Western Australians are getting it in the neck with this new regional 
improvement tax. 

I want to go back to “The Liberals’ Small Business Policy”. I have touched on the dimensions of payroll tax in 
that document. We also saw this commitment — 

If re-elected the Liberals will: 

• Increase funding to the Small Business Centre Program to $15million over four years to ensure 
small business across WA can access practical advice and support. 

It has come to my attention only in the last few days that in fact the Barnett–Redman government will close 
some small business development centres in regional Western Australia. At the moment there are 25 small 
business development centres around the state. I will read out the whole list. There is one in Albany, the great 
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southern; Broome, West Kimberley in my electorate; Bunbury; Busselton; Corrigin; Derby; Esperance; 
Exmouth; Geraldton; Kalgoorlie; Karratha; Kununurra; Lancelin; Mandurah; Manjimup; Merredin; Narrogin; 
Northam; and Port Hedland. It has come to my attention in the last few days that the Minister for Small Business 
confirmed that the number of small business development centres in Western Australia will be cut from 25 to 12. 
That, too, is of concern to me because those SBDCs provide crucial services to small businesses throughout the 
state and particularly throughout regional Western Australia. 

Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not taking interjections from the member this afternoon. There are 16 minutes 
and 52 seconds left; then I look forward to contributions from Hon Alyssa Hayden and Hon Martin Aldridge, but 
only if they seek the call. 

Twenty-five small business development centres in Western Australia will be cut down to 12. What does that 
mean? Where are those 12 new ones? In a flyer attached to an email that I received from the Small Business 
Commissioner this afternoon, it says that as of 1 July 2015 there will no longer be 25 centres; there will be 12. 
The flyer states — 

The providers in your region will be: 
… 

Gascoyne  RSM Bird Cameron 

Goldfields–Esperance Kalgoorlie Boulder Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Great Southern  Small Business Centre Great Southern  

Kimberley   Small Business Centre East Kimberley  

Mid West   RSM Bird Cameron 

Peel   Business Foundations  

Pilbara   RSM Bird Cameron  

South West  Small Business Centre Bunbury Wellington  

Wheatbelt  RSM Bird Cameron 

One in my electorate is obviously goldfields–Esperance. I am very pleased that the Kalgoorlie–Boulder 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry will be the organisation providing the new services. The Small Business 
Centre East Kimberley currently provides services to the East Kimberley. As a result of these changes, it will 
provide services right across the Kimberley. I have not had an opportunity to speak to Richard Brunger, the 
manager of the Small Business Centre West Kimberley. I am disappointed because previously the Kimberley 
had a centre of service in the West Kimberley and in the East Kimberley. We will now be managed by a centre 
in the East Kimberley only. It is about a 10-hour drive between Broome and Kununurra. That is a great distance. 
Sure, we have the internet and things like Skype these days — 

Hon Adele Farina: When it works! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: When it works—good interjection, Hon Adele Farina. We have new technologies 
these days. I am concerned — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, I am not. That was a good comment. 

I am concerned that a small business centre will no longer be located in Broome. That is certainly an issue that 
I will be following up as a result of this information I received today. 

In terms of the Pilbara, at the moment there is a west Pilbara centre based in Karratha. In the east Pilbara, there is a 
small business centre based in Port Hedland. Under this new scheme, those two on-the-ground local services in 
Karratha and Port Hedland will disappear and, instead, RSM Bird Cameron will provide the services. No disrespect 
to RSM Bird Cameron—I have never had any dealings with it and it may well provide great services to clients—
however, I am concerned that as a result of this new policy two small business centres, one each in Karratha and 
Port Hedland, will go. At this stage I can only presume that the Pilbara service will be provided by a company in 
Perth that may use fly in, fly out people. That again is disappointing. I will be following that issue up too. 

There are probably some local organisations in Hon Darren West’s electorate that will cease to provide local 
services in towns. They will now likely be provided by RSM Bird Cameron or somebody else. I will give 
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Hon Darren West a copy of this later as well. I am sure he will also be concerned about that issue. I now go back 
to “The Liberal’s Small Business Policy” from the last election. I have touched on the payroll tax issue; I have 
touched on my disappointment about the small business centres and development centres. There is also 
a mention in here on the second page about red tape reduction — 

A Liberal Government will reduce the burden of red tape and foster conditions that encourage their 
growth and viability. 

Since I have been in this place there has been some movement in relation to red tape reduction and last year we 
had the Consumer Protection Legislation Amendment Bill. That bill amended 14 acts: the Commercial Tenancy 
(Retail Shops) Agreements Act 1985, the Employment Agents Act 1976, the Fair Trading Act 2010, the 
Land Valuers Licensing Act 1978, the Limited Partnerships Act 1909, the Motor Vehicles Dealers Act 1973, the 
Motor Vehicles Repairers Act 2003, the Petroleum Products Pricing Act 1983, the Real Estate and Business 
Agents Act 1978, the Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006, the Residential Tenancies Act 1987, the 
Retail Trading Hours Act 1987, the Settlements Agents Act 1981 and the Travel Agents Act 1985. That was 
obviously an important piece of legislation because, unlike a lot of legislation debated in this place, there was 
a great deal of media fanfare attached to the legislation. In fact, some members at the time may well have noticed 
that the Premier put out a media statement on this issue. It heralded the introduction and debate of that bill. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What date was that? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not taking interjections, but for the purposes of Hansard, this media statement 
was from 19 November 2013. So it was actually put out the year before, but by the time the bill came to us, it 
was the middle of 2014. 

The statement from the Premier titled “Repeal week to streamline Government” states that 43 superseded or 
obsolete acts of Parliament would be repealed. This was to clarify legislature and improve operations of the state 
government. I am yet to see any improvements, I have to say. Nonetheless, give it time—we may well. As I said, 
the Premier’s press release was entitled “Repeal week to streamline Government”. It states — 

More than 40 outdated and redundant laws will be finally struck off the statute books during 
State Parliament’s repeal week … 

With 43 acts of Parliament that were being repealed, the Premier’s statement about it being a repeal week was 
obviously agreed with by lots of people. In relation to the Consumer Protection Legislation Amendment Bill, the 
minister’s second reading speech stated — 

The first, and primary, purpose of the Bill is to make a wide range of amendments that will serve to 
reduce red tape for Western Australian businesses. 

At least at that stage this government cared about business and small business in this state. We now know since 
then that that is not the case anymore. Given that the primary purpose of that act was to reduce red tape, surely 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and small businesses around the state would have 
been ecstatic, but I am actually not sure that that was the case because this government had been talking about 
red tape for a very long time. In fact, in 2009, it published a report called “Reducing the Burden: report of the red 
tape reduction group”. I am disappointed that the Minister for Agriculture and Food is away from the chamber 
on urgent parliamentary business this afternoon because he co-chaired the process from which the report came. 
The Red Tape Reduction Group was given the task of identifying, reporting and recommending measures that 
would reduce the compliance burden on the community of excessive and sometimes redundant legislation. 
I congratulate Hon Ken Baston on his work in this area. I am pleased to put on the record that I am a supporter of 
red tape reduction. I have to say, I think it is actually quite a good report. I am obviously not the only person who 
thought well of the report. I am sure the Premier thought well of the report too because both the joint chairs have 
now been propelled—some might say catapulted—into the Barnett government ministry, because, of course, the 
other joint chair was the now Minister for Police, Hon Liza Harvey, the member for Scarborough in the other 
place. The report’s executive summary essentially states that the group consulted widely in preparing the report. 
It stated that 62 meetings were held with a wide variety of small businesses, large businesses, industry 
associations, local governments and individuals across 12 regional centres and six metropolitan regions. They 
received 64 written submissions in the process. I think—it has been some time since I first read this report—that 
there were about 720 red tape issues identified during the course of the review; that is, during Hon Ken Baston 
and Hon Liza Harvey’s work. In the end, the Red Tape Reduction Group made 107 recommendations in the 
report. They were each classified as short, medium or long-term priorities. The Consumer Protection Legislation 
Amendment Bill did, in fact, take up a couple of those issues but there is a great deal more to be done. The last 
red tape reduction was about a year ago—there were 107 recommendations in this report; 700-odd issues were 
raised by the business community in this state. We have not seen any further red tape reduction. I urge the 
government, given that it is causing pain and hardship for the small business sector and the business sector in 
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this state as a result of the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill before us today, to get off their seats—to go to 
the Parliamentary Library and find the report, dust it off the shelves — 
Hon Simon O’Brien: I’ll go now. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The member cannot; I have the report from the library. I urge the government to 
find this report after I have finished this afternoon, look at the recommendations, and talk to Hon Ken Baston 
when he is back from urgent parliamentary duties and Hon Liza Harvey in the other place. I urge the government 
to start helping small business in this state. It has been attacking them for some time. As I said earlier, they have 
been hit by land tax increases, they have been hit by payroll tax increases, they have been hit by electricity 
increases and gas increases, they have been hit by water increases, they have — 
Hon Adele Farina: They are under siege. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: They are under siege; they absolutely are under siege and it is shameful. It is 
a terrible indictment of this government that the policy document the Liberal Party brought to the election states 
that it cares for small business and it recognises that small business is crucial to the economic and social 
wellbeing of all Western Australians. Yet, what have we seen? Time and again we have seen small business get 
it in the neck. I urge the government to get this report out, to look at the recommendations, and to start doing 
things that help small businesses in this state. Enough is enough. They should not be bearing the brunt of this 
government’s financial mismanagement, but they have. Not them alone—as I have said, regional 
Western Australians have borne some of the brunt as well. Many people are suffering in this state. In this case, 
I urge the government to start reducing the burden and to start making a difference; to start making life easier for 
businesses in Western Australia.  
The other issue I was going to touch on this afternoon relates to the payroll tax rate in each state. I think 
Hon Alanna Clohesy may well have raised some of this stuff—I am not sure. The Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia’s submission to the Economic Regulation Authority’s inquiry into microeconomic 
reform in September 2013—another good document to read—has a page about payroll tax that reads — 

Western Australia’s payroll tax regime is also one of the least competitive in the country. The 
Commonwealth Grant’s Commission found that in 2009–10, Western Australia’s capacity to raise 
payroll tax revenue was 19 per cent higher than the national rate, and is one of the major drivers behind 
WA’s low share of GST revenue. The state’s payroll tax rate and exemption threshold compares 
unfavourably to other jurisdictions: 

Bear in mind that this was in 2013-14. At that stage—it is the same for most of them now—Western Australia 
had a rate of 5.5 per cent rate, Queensland had a rate of 4.75 per cent, New South Wales had a rate of 
5.45 per cent, Victoria had a rate of 4.9 per cent, South Australia had a rate of 4.95 per cent, and Tasmania had 
a rate of 6.1 per cent. Western Australia has the second highest rate of payroll tax while having the third lowest 
exemption threshold, although that may change slightly next year. But we have to do something about payroll 
tax; we have to do something about helping small business in this state because, plainly and simply, over the past 
few years this government has attacked the small business sector, which is shameful.  

HON ALYSSA HAYDEN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.11 pm]: I was not going to 
stand today because I was enjoying the fictional stories the opposition continues to give this place; it is always 
good to come to this place and find out that fairytales do not stop when we grow up! I thank the opposition so 
much for the entertainment!  

Members opposite would not take any interjections, because heaven forbid that fact got in the way of any of its 
information, but I wanted to just put on the record that the main thing here is that the opposition has just proven 
that it knows absolutely nothing about small business. I will not mention members by name, but the other side 
has mentioned a few times that the diminishing tax threshold will affect small business, and how small business 
has been planning for this and now it cannot plan, and that it has put people off and got rid of jobs and now it has 
to put people back on. It just shows that the opposition knows absolutely nothing about small business.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: As I said, the opposition took no interjections, so I am not going to either because 
I want the facts detailed in my speech, not the fairytale wish lists that the other side seems to keep chanting on 
about.  

I want to explain the difference between the two parts of the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 that 
relate to the payroll tax threshold. The first part will affect small to medium-sized businesses. At the time of the 
Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement the government said that it was looking at deferring 
raising the payroll tax threshold from $800 000 to $850 000 for 2016–17. I say 2016-17 because that is not this 
financial year: this financial year is 2015-16. So, even if we pretend that members opposite got it right when they 
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said businesses were planning for this, they are not planning for 2016-17; we are going into 2015-16. I am 
delighted to be part of a government that is able to react to the market so quickly. Because we are in difficult 
financial times—no-one will ever pretend we are not—the fact that we would — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order, members. Sorry to interrupt, but on at least one 
occasion earlier in the debate, if not two, Hon Alyssa Hayden was encouraged to get to her feet to make 
a contribution to this debate. She is now doing that, and I would ask that members who asked her to speak to sit 
there and listen to what she has to say.  

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Thank you, Madam Acting President—they might learn something! 

The midyear review stated, as I said, that we were going to defer raising the threshold. But the state and country 
are going through financially difficult times, and we understand that our backbone is small to medium-sized 
business. We need them to be able to continue to employ and operate. I know that because I have been in 
business for the majority of my life. My husband still runs our business quite happily—without me, I might add; 
we get on far better because of the fact that we do not work together anymore—and I understand small business 
completely. I was so grateful that the government, although it announced in the midyear review that this was 
going to happen, decided to roll that decision back and to increase the payroll threshold from $800 000 to 
$850 000, keeping our election commitment and promise to the small and medium-sized businesses of 
Western Australia.  

Members need to understand the change was planned, as I said, for the year 2016-17. We are going into 2015-16, 
so for all members who are so concerned that this may have a negative impact on our small to medium-sized 
businesses, those businesses have a whole year to realise they have good news coming in that they will actually 
have less payroll tax to pay because the threshold is going up another $50 000. So, yes, our businesses may have 
thought it was going to be different, but it is good news, it is a positive outcome, and it is only going to help our 
small to medium-sized businesses.  

It will also put $21 million back into, roughly, 180 small to medium-sized businesses across Western Australia. 
Although in the scheme of things and in regard to our budget $20 million is not a lot of money, it is a lot of 
money for people who operate a business. I want to congratulate our government and Treasurer for going back 
on the midyear review decision and realising that we need to support the backbone of our state and continue with 
our promise of raising the payroll tax threshold to $850 000 come 2016-17. 

The second part of the bill is the diminishing payroll tax; I think the opposition does not quite understand the 
difference between the two. This is where the payroll tax threshold will diminish over a scale from the threshold 
of $800 000 or $850 000. But members need to understand that that will not affect really small business. I know 
most small businesses do not have a payroll that high; it will be medium to large-sized businesses that will be 
affected, not small business. Every time the opposition chanted that this is going to destroy our small business—
the backbone of our state—all it proved is that it knows nothing about small business. 

The other issue I want to touch on is the projects that Hon Alanna Clohesy called “vanity projects”. It is quite 
hilarious that she would call them “vanity projects”; again, she is just showing her lack of understanding of how 
life works. For anything that people do in life, whether it is in business or at home, to make money they have to 
first spend money. If people do not spend money, they will never make money. It is the same as if someone put 
only $1 in the bank, they will only get interest on that $1, but if they put $100 in the bank they will get interest 
on $100. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It’s fine to spend money if you have it! 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Excuse me: Hon Alanna Clohesy did not want interjections, so I hope she will pay 
me the same respect.  

When people put more money in the bank, they get more money back. That is true; it is fact, not a fictional story 
like those that the opposition keeps telling. When we invest in so-called “vanity projects”, we are actually 
investing in our state. When the state government invests in the state by putting money into projects, we are 
actually creating jobs. We are creating jobs for every Western Australian. We are creating jobs for so many 
union workers. Those people on the other side constantly bang on about needing jobs for our workers, needing 
pay rises for our workers and that our unions are the best thing ever, but where do we get the money to pay their 
union workers to keep them all going? We have to be able to create jobs. How do we create jobs? I am trying to 
educate the opposition—we invest in our state. When we invest in our state, we create employment; we also then 
attract investment. I want to list some of the so-called vanity projects.  
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I will call them projects that are growing our state and creating employment. The project that the opposition 
loves to throw at us is Elizabeth Quay. That project is engaging 149 businesses; it is creating 400 jobs. There are 
400 people currently working on site at Elizabeth Quay and the project has attracted $2.2 billion worth of 
investment to our state. The Labor Party is like someone saying they will not put any money in the bank because 
they do not want to make any. But no, we have put money in the bank; we have put money into Elizabeth Quay, 
which has brought $2.2 billion worth of private investment into our state. It has created jobs and given 
businesses work to do. When there is a downturn in employment and job creation in our resource industry, we 
need to fill that gap. We are filling it by doing projects. The Perth Stadium is engaging 58 businesses and has 
created 5 700 jobs—over the creation of Perth Stadium 5 700 people will have a job because the state 
government has invested in a project to create employment to better our state. There are a couple of other 
projects we have invested in such as the Gateway WA project around the airport—there are fantastic roadworks 
going on out there. That has engaged 7 000 jobs—7 000 have jobs been created by the Gateway project. That is 
7 000 people who would not have jobs if the Labor Party were in government. If the Labor Party were in 
government, 7 000 people right now would be out of work, but we have invested and created 7 000 jobs. We 
have also done the Perth City Link, which created 3 000 jobs. Again, we are investing our state through these 
projects, but the opposition calls them vanity projects. There were 3 000 jobs created by us investing in the 
Perth City Link. There were 2 000 jobs created by investing in the Riverside development. There is 
Perth Stadium. The Perth Children’s Hospital project created 8 000 jobs—again, that is the state government 
investing in our state to create jobs for our workers. The Labor Party is meant to be the party for the workers, but 
no, it would say, “Let’s not invest in our state; let’s not create jobs for our workers.” That is what the 
Labor Party would be doing if it were in government. All I can say is that I am so glad we are in government 
right now. In total there is Perth Stadium, Perth Children’s Hospital, the Gateway WA airport project, 
Elizabeth Quay, Perth City Link and the Riverside project. All those investments, which the opposition wants to 
call vanity projects, have created 26 100 jobs. It is silent on the other side, is it not? That is 26 100 jobs. The 
Labor Party’s union workers would not have a job if it were in government. We have engaged 1 074 businesses 
in these projects and they have brought private investment of $8.2 billion into our state—money this state would 
never see if we had, heaven forbid, the Labor Party in government. With its contributions to this debate on the 
Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill the Labor Party has proven that it does not understand business. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Hon Alanna Clohesy, I call you to order on that. 
Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Before I was interrupted, I was saying that all the Labor Party has proven is that it 
does not understand small business and it does not understand the simple concept that we need to spend a dollar 
to make a dollar. It does not understand that when there is a downturn in an economy of which a major source of 
income and job creation is the resource sector, the government needs to fill the gap. We have been filling that 
gap by creating these projects. The Labor Party has also missed the whole point that these projects not only 
create jobs and bring investment into our state, they make it a wonderful place to live and a more attractive place 
to visit. Speaking with my tourism hat on, that is exactly what Western Australia needs. We need to show the 
rest of the world that we are alive, awake, open and that we want people to come and enjoy the wonderful 
lifestyle we are so lucky to have and enjoy. Investment in our state is vitally important. These people from the 
other side want pay increases, more jobs and for everyone to have more money in their personal bank accounts; 
they want us to be able to pay back debt. How we do that? They have no idea. They do not want to bring 
anything, they do not want to create jobs, they do not want to create private investment and they do not want to 
take any risks because they do not understand it. I am delighted that we are in government and, heaven forbid, if 
at the next election the Labor Party gets in, I do not know what trouble we will be in. 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.25 pm]: I rise to speak on the Taxation Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2015. Obviously, we know that this state’s finances, and indeed the federal finances, are facing 
a very, very challenging fiscal position. Revenue output is being affected by slower growth in the state’s tax base 
as the economy transitions from growth driven by business investment to export-driven growth, and then there 
are the reductions in the GST revenue.  
I will touch on that GST revenue briefly at this point. One of the problems we have always had with the GST 
revenue is the three-year lag time. Invariably, when we are having a bad time, we are also having a very, very 
bad time in GST revenue, because it is based on the profit of the good years we had three years previously. 
However, the converse is also the case: when we go through a downturn, as we are now, it will mean a greater 
GST revenue in three years’ time. This is all being caused by the dramatic reduction in iron ore and oil prices, 
which are having a substantial impact on WA mining revenue. These pressures are evident in unprecedented 
downward revision to the state’s revenue projections contained in the recent 2014–15 midyear review relative to 
the May 2014 state budget. As a result of the significant fall in the iron ore price, royalty income has been 
revised down by $7.1 billion over the four-year period to 2017–18. I want members to hold that $7.1 billion 
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figure in the back of their minds, because I will come back to a figure that is slightly more than that. Projected 
taxation revenue is also revised down to just over $800 million over the same period, reflecting moderating 
domestic economic conditions. In response to those challenges, the government states that it is making the 
difficult and necessary decisions required to ensure that the state’s finances remain sustainable, while at the same 
time delivering the high quality services and infrastructure required for the WA community. 
This bill primarily seeks to amend the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 to introduce a gradual diminishing 
payroll tax threshold from 1 July 2015, and seeks to make minor amendments to the Duties Act 2008 and the 
Land Tax Assessment Act 2002. The biggest changes are to payroll tax. In WA 17 000 employees will have their 
tax-free threshold removed from the payroll tax bill each year and by way of some examples, under this 
legislation a payroll of $1 million will mean a payment of an extra $1 313 in tax next year; a payroll of 
$3 million will mean an extra $14 448; a payroll of $5 million will mean an extra $27 582 in tax; and a payroll of 
$7.5 million will mean an extra $44 000 in extra tax. These are significant increases for businesses in 
Western Australia. That is an increase of approximately $397 million in new taxes over three years, and I will 
turn to what the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia said about this shortly. 
This bill, if it passes, will cause the following changes. Under the proposed arrangements, the benefit of the tax-free 
threshold will gradually phase out for employers or groups of employers with annual taxable wages in Australia 
between $800 000 and $7.5 million. Large businesses with payrolls of $7.5 million or more will pay payroll tax on 
their entire payroll from 2015–16. The diminishing tax-free threshold is expected to raise approximately 
$397 million over three years. We have a Loan Bill coming up through which the government is looking at 
borrowing about $8 billion, so it will not really make much difference to that, will it? Approximately 17 000 
employers will be affected by these amendments. Of those employers, around 5 000 will have payrolls in excess of 
$7.5 million and therefore will be required to pay the additional $44 000 a year in payroll tax. The savings of 
$397 million represent about 10 per cent of the announced $3.8 billion in savings measures, with the majority of the 
remaining amount of savings being achieved through expenditure restraint, and I will touch on that shortly. 

The bill also contains amendments to the Duties Act to extend duty concessions to the custodian of a trustee of 
a superannuation fund in certain circumstances. Under the Duties Act, nominal duty of $20 applies to the sale of 
property by a person to a trustee of a superannuation fund when only that person can be a member of the fund or 
the property is held solely for the benefit of that person. Previously, a superannuation fund could not finance the 
purchase of property with debt. However, the commonwealth has changed the Superannuation Industry 
(Supervision) Act 1993 to permit the purchase of property with debt if the property is purchased and held by 
a custodian of the trustee of a superannuation fund. As the property is purchased by a custodian rather than the 
trustee, the current duty concession does not apply. The Land Tax Assessment Act has for some time included 
clawback provisions that apply when land that has been subject to a residential primary production business or 
dwelling park exemption is subdivided. The clawback of tax applies for five years, including the year that the 
land was subdivided. The act currently provides for an exclusion from the clawback provisions for primary 
production businesses or dwelling park land that is compulsorily acquired. The bill contains amendments to 
exclude private residential property that was subdivided as a result of a compulsory acquisition, bringing it into 
line with the existing provisions. 

Further amendments to the Land Tax Assessment Act contained in the bill restore the policy intent of anti-
avoidance provisions aimed at preventing persons from disaggregating the value of their landholdings for land 
tax assessment purposes by transferring minor interests in the properties to third parties. The amendments allow 
the Commissioner of State Revenue to make a retrospective determination of the tax liability, generally limited 
to five assessment years, disregarding the interests of the minority landholders. 

The government has quite clearly failed in its promise to reduce payroll tax, and this can be put down to its fiscal 
mismanagement during times of boom and massive income from royalty provisions. This is the third time that 
taxes have increased since the fully funded, fully costed 2013 state election campaign. Since this government has 
been in power, WA has enjoyed the highest revenue per capita of the states. Despite that, WA’s AAA credit 
rating is now AA and debt is on its way to $30 billion. 
Hon Adele Farina interjected. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. 

We have supported the position as stated by the opposition — 

At a time when we should have more financial stability and more levers to respond to a changed 
economic situation in Western Australia, when we should have levers to provide tax relief or increase 
our investment in infrastructure, we have to go the other way. The forward estimates show that at the 
midyear review, there is a predicted cut in infrastructure spending from one year to the next and there 
are now increases in taxes. Instead of using the proceeds of the boom as capacity for when the economy 
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does slow, now there is no capacity. The government is having to increase taxes and reduce 
infrastructure. 

That is an extract from Hansard from the other place on Tuesday, 21 April 2015. 

From my perspective, what is one of the major reasons that we are in what must now be classified as a basket 
case situation? I turn initially to an article in The Australian Financial Review of Tuesday, 21 April 2015. It is 
entitled “Subsidies ate the mining boom” and states — 

The iron ore price is well above its long-term average. Indeed, at $US50 per tonne it is well above the 
$US36 price that Wayne Swan inherited in 2007. Blaming the iron ore price for Western Australia’s 
budgetary woes is like blaming the sinking of the Titanic on the iceberg. Yes, it’s a factor and yes, it’s 
a problem but it’s easily avoided with a little bit of preparation. 

I wonder where the captain was —  

Watching the state premiers squabble about the distribution of the GST is like watching children 
squabble over a smaller-than-expected inheritance.  

Amazingly, Western Australia didn’t even manage a budget surplus when the boom was in full swing. 

Political leaders have a habit of exaggerating the benefits of the mining industry on their economies and 
budgets. Former Queensland premier Campbell Newman said: “We are in the coal business. If you want 
decent hospitals, schools and police on the beat we all need to understand that.” Aspiring Deputy 
Prime Minister Barnaby Joyce explains that “we really have a very simple business plan—we survive 
on the charges we raise to allow people to dig up black rocks and red rocks: coal and iron ore”. 

In reality, Australian budgets no more survive on mining royalties than the carbon price drove the price 
of a leg of lamb to $100. In fact, all of the taxes paid by all of the miners to all of our governments, 
accounts for about 5 per cent of government revenue in 2013–14. And, that was before the recent falls 
in commodity prices. 

So, how could WA manage to make it through a once-in-a-century commodity price spike and still not 
manage to deliver a surplus? Easy. They spent a fortune subsidising the mining industry. 

I will come to that in a minute — 

Just last year the WA Treasury wrote to the commonwealth to explain how expensive it was to host the 
mining industry. 

Expensive to host the mining industry? I thought the mining industry was our panacea. It continues — 

Among other gems they wrote that “the cost of Western Australia’s assistance to the North West Shelf 
project—e.g. payment of subsidies to the state’s power utility to help cover the losses it initially 
incurred under crucial ‘take or pay’ gas contracts—is estimated to be around — 

Wait for it — 

$8 billion.” 

We have the Loan Bill coming up, have we not? 

Hon Adele Farina: Yes. It’s the same amount. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes; that is what I thought. 

I will turn to the document on GST revenue sharing relativities. In the section on mining-related expenditure, 
under the heading “Background” in chapter 2, “Main Issues”, paragraph 24 states — 

Western Australia was unable to provide data on direct mining expenditures due to difficulties in 
identifying relevant expenditures and the inability to apportion costs between mining and non-mining 
related activity. Instead, Western Australia provided data on the level and purpose of spending through 
its Royalties for Regions (RFR) program explaining that much of this spending is support for its mining 
economy. 

Western Australia’s RFR expenditure in 2012–13 was $1 billion. Similar amounts were allocated to the 
program in 2010–2011 and 2011–12. Over 75% of the RFR expenditure was for social and economic 
infrastructure in the regions, including schools, hospitals, courts, police facilities, community amenities, 
town infrastructure, housing, electricity, water, irrigation projects and other community development. 

I thought that was the remit of government. 

Hon Adele Farina: It is. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am just reading it out. It continues — 

The other 25% of RFR expenditure was for recurrent purposes, including pensioner fuel subsidies, 
regional worker loadings, mining exploration, community events, tourism promotion and local 
government reform. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, we know that. I am merely reporting what was stated in the “Report on GST 
Revenue Sharing Relativities 2014 Review” by the Commonwealth Grants Commission. I will continue. 
Table 2 headed “Mining related expenditure, annual average spending for 2010–11 to 2012–13” shows no figure 
available for WA. 

Hon Adele Farina: Oops! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Oops! The commission went on — 

Western Australia provided a detailed breakdown of its Royalties for Regions expenditure for 2012–13. 
However, this was not comparable to the breakdown provided by other States. 

As a result of not providing the actual relevant details, paragraph 29 states — 

New South Wales, Victoria and the ACT said they did not support any further changes to the 
assessments to recognise mining related expenditure needs because it has not been demonstrated that 
mining States face higher costs or that the current assessments do not adequately recognise mining 
related needs. New South Wales said the GST Distribution Review concluded there are no unrecognised 
expenditure needs. 

That is interesting to note because if we go back a little further to July 2013, the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission 2015 methodology review under the heading “Appendix A: The North West Shelf Project and 
Assistance Provided” states — 

In 2010 net present value (NPV) terms — 

One would assume it would be higher now — 

the estimated cost of Western Australia’s commitments to assist the North West Shelf project  
(e.g. payment of subsidies to the State’s power utility to help cover the losses it initially incurred under 
crucial ‘take or pay’ … contracts) is estimated to be around $8 billion. 

Hon Adele Farina: How much did we get in royalties from that project? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I actually do not know off the top of my head; but it is about $3.5 billion per annum 
on all royalties, so it would not be significant. Mind you, a lot of that goes to the commonwealth anyway because 
the gas is offshore. 

Hon Adele Farina: So we are paying a huge amount to get that. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. I wonder whether that has really ever been brought up. However, I want to go 
back to The Australian Financial Review, which states — 

Just last year the WA Treasury wrote to the commonwealth to explain how expensive it was to host the 
mining industry. 

Again, it refers to the $8 billion mentioned in the correspondence, itemising how expensive it was. 
It continues — 

The WA Treasury goes on to criticise the Commonwealth Grants Commission for dividing up the GST 
revenues between states on the basis that “it fails to equalise many states expenditures that support 
resource development, … 

I do not know whether the taxpayer ever asked the state to fork out a lot of money to the mining industry. In my 
dealing with the mining industry, it is going to be here because we have the resources, not because of any 
subsidy that we as a state might pay to the mining sector. So, one wonders why we do that. As it states — 

“it fails to equalise many states expenditure that support resource development, particularly provision of 
infrastructure”. 

I am mindful of a lovely piece of infrastructure put in a number of years ago. I am not having a shot at any 
particular government, but we tend to rely on the gems given to us by the Department of State Development and 
State Development tells any new Premier when they come on board, “Have we got a bucketload”—I was going 
to use another word—“of projects for you!” I am mindful that on one occasion State Development told 
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a government, “We have eight major multibillion projects ready for the Karratha region.” As a result of that, we 
built an infrastructure corridor at the cost of $160 million to $180 million, which was going to carry all the 
pipelines and all the infrastructure from all these developments. None of them occurred. So, we have this lovely 
infrastructure corridor. Along comes Pankaj Oswal with Burrup Fertilisers, made out of throwaway bits from the 
Bhopal accident, and builds his plant—we know what happened there; he left the state owing about 
$130 million—and he used the corridor for which the state government provided $180 million and put his 
pipeline right down the middle. Anybody in the engineering game knows that someone who has an infrastructure 
corridor has to get lots of pipelines along it and there has to be 10 metres either side of the pipeline. By putting 
the pipeline down the middle, he basically sterilised the whole infrastructure corridor from anybody else using it. 
Luckily, or unluckily, there was no other project. So, we have Pankaj Oswal’s lovely infrastructure corridor 
which is his now—or was; it is now Yarra International’s—at the cost of $160 million. We could most likely 
pinch the “Taj-Mahal-on-the-Swan” off him and get maybe a couple of million back, but that is about it. Then he 
leaves the country owing us a bucketload—I was going to use that word again—of money. We therefore tend to 
just throw money at will at the mining industry. 

The AFR continues — 

They openly describe government decisions to pay for much of the mining industry’s infrastructure as 
“a significant subsidy cost”. 

The WA government has spent a fortune subsidising some of the world’s biggest companies in the 
middle of a mining boom. 

Why? 

Hon Adele Farina: Good question! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I did some research work many years ago for the development of the iron ore 
facilities at Esperance. The mining company there said to Esperance Chamber of Commerce and Industry and to 
the Shire of Esperance, “We’re going to bring this industry to your town. There’s going to be lots of jobs and lots 
of good.” The town was really rather concerned about its pristine white beaches, so it went to the company, 
which was Portman Mining at the time, and said, “Well, look, we don’t actually like the idea of iron ore on our 
white pristine Esperance beaches. How about putting them in sheds?” The mining company said, “No, no, it’s 
never been done anywhere in the world; no, we couldn’t do that.” So, momentum got going. The Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry got behind the shire, and they both realised that if the beaches were polluted, they would 
lose their tourism industry. The mining industry was going to bring only 14 jobs anyway, and they were on the 
wharf. Eventually—I have to take my hat off to the town of Esperance and the chamber of commerce down 
there—they said, “No. Go away. Unless you can build your stockpiles in sheds or your conveyors in 
hermetically sealed corridors, we don’t want you.” The company said, “All right, we’re going to Kwinana.” 
Two days later, the company spent $15 million putting the iron ore in sheds and hermetically sealed conveyor 
belts. That is because industry knows what it wants to do and it wants to do it in this country and in this state 
because we have the resources. We have some of the highest grade Brockman of anywhere in the world; we have 
Mara Mamba; at current production rates we have about 47 years left of high grade ore; and then we have 
bucketloads—I am using that word again—of banded iron ore formation that will take us on into the future for 
years and years and years. 

However, we have it. The only other country that has anything like us is Africa where there is some; but 
obviously there are major problems with access and concerns about ownership. The other country that has a fair 
bit is Brazil, in Carajas. The idea, therefore, that somehow or other we have to bend over backwards to the 
mining industry always and absolutely amazes me. The article continues — 

Their own state budget papers show the cost to be around $6.2 billion over the past six years and their 
own Treasury calls such payments a subsidy. 

How can $6.2 billion be a subsidy? I would think that is winning the frigging lottery! It continues — 

WA’s tantrum at COAG, combined with Tony Abbott’s tenuous grip on power, has reportedly 
delivered a $600 million windfall to Western Australia. Just imagine if Jay Wetherill or 
Daniel Andrews spent a few billion dollars subsidising the car industry. Would their industry policy 
decisions be cross-subsidised by the other states, or by the Commonwealth? 

I wonder whether the Western Australian government would do that. Any idea? No, I do not think so. The article 
continues — 

The temporary revenue boost from the mining boom allowed Peter Costello and Colin Barnett to 
conceal the long-run costs of their worst decisions. 
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Costello responded to a short-term boost in company tax revenues by introducing permanent cuts to tax 
on capital gains, superannuation and personal income. Colin Barnett shovelled billions of taxpayers’ 
dollars into mining infrastructure that optimistic miners should have funded themselves. 

It is not the collapse of the mining boom that has broken state and federal governments; it was the 
inability of those who claim to manage our finances to see that what goes up, must come down. 

But while our budgets can be easily repaired by ending the mining subsidies and closing the tax 
loopholes Peter Costello wove into our tax system, our system of federation maybe harder to fix. 

The mining boom has highlighted the greed of some of our state siblings, and in turn the mining boom 
has probably made it harder to get them to work together in the future. 

Hon Adele Farina: What you reading from? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am reading from The Australian Financial Review of Tuesday, 21 April 2015, 
page 46, general news. 

Hon Adele Farina: I would like to get a copy of that. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Okay. But that is not all; even The West Australian had a bit of a go. I refer to an 
article in The West Australian of Tuesday, 5 May 2015, headed “Collie coal miner lets slip State’s support 
secrets”. I will read in the article, because I think it needs to be read into Hansard in full. It is written by 
sean.smith@wanews.com.au. The article states — 

The irony can’t be overlooked. When it comes to last year’s renegotiated supply contract,  
Chinese-owned Premier Coal and its parent are more open than the State Government. 

Latest filings from Premier have now revealed that the Government’s convertible loan to the loss-
making Collie coal miner via State-owned energy retailer Synergy is worth $50 million. 

We have made some points here that we can actually save about $30 million. We could have saved a lot more. 
It continues — 

And the conversion rights on the agreement provide for Synergy to take on as much as 25 per cent of 
the company. 

The Government has painted its renegotiated coal contract as a necessary deal to ensure the survival of 
Premier and guarantee uninterrupted power to the State’s South West. 

That is really interesting, because from my last look at the power provision in this state, we had an absolute surplus 
of power, and in fact we were not using a lot of it, because we had built our surplus on the basis that we were going 
to have a boom in industrial development in the south west region in the Kwinana strip, and that did not happen. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right, and of course the government went and refurbished Muja A and B. How 
much did that cost us? It cost about $350 million to $400 million. There seems to be a lot of wastage going on. 
I am not in government, so I cannot really get hold of the reins—I just wish somebody over there would, but 
there we go. It continues — 

But it has consistently refused to disclose the terms of the arrangements. 

Citing commercial confidentiality, it has said only that they provided for Premier to receive an extra 
$15 million a year via higher prices for its coal, and that they allowed for an equity conversion. 

Premier’s parent Yanzhou Coal Mining has since disclosed, however, that the deal was effected via 
a secured convertible loan facility. It provides for Synergy to lend Premier a portion of the contract 
price for every tonne of coal supplied at an interest rate of 8.7 per cent until the expiry of the supply 
deal in June 2030. 

The notes to Premier’s 2014 annual results filed last week with the corporate regulator further fleshes 
out the deal. “The facility is for up to $50 million … (and) includes an option to convert the outstanding 
loan balance to a 25 per cent share of equity in the company,” Premier says. 

The Government clearly doesn’t want to end up with a stake in Premier. The company’s results, 
however, reinforce why it argued so hard for a helping hand from government. 

While Premier’s accounts may not be entirely reflective of its performance, they show a $31 million 
loss for the year to December 31 … 
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A very, very long time ago, I was a stockbroker. I was 17 or 18 years old, one of the youngest blue buttons on 
the floor of the stock exchange. If a broker on the floor of the exchange had come to me in that role and said he 
would lend me some money for a business that is going bankrupt, would I have considered doing that? Not even 
in my juvenile youth would I have considered doing that. How ridiculous. 

It continues — 

Revenue was steady at $170 million but the miner recorded a staggering 51 per cent increase in raw 
material costs, as well as substantial rises in labour and plant hire charges. And the result would have 
been considerably worse without the $25.7 million tax benefit Premier was able to bring to bear. 

The accounts were typically short of commentary. However, they do disclose that Yanzhou provided 
a letter of backing to Premier in June promising $10 million of financial support. 

Reassuringly Premier had not drawn on the $10 million as at December 31. 

The Government was yesterday still playing secret squirrels over its supposedly confidential loan deal, 
referring enquiries to Synergy. 

Obviously The West has been trying to find out the full extent of what was going on. The article continues — 

For its part, Synergy confirmed the loan would be provided for in its annual results, as is required. 

Presumably those accounts will confirm at least some of the other details already disclosed. 

Which begs the question, what’s with the secrecy? 

We will be dealing with the Loan Bill at some stage, maybe, in this Parliament. I am not sure if we will ever get 
there, the way we are working through legislation at the moment. It is interesting to know how our loans have 
gone over recent times. Obviously we are looking in the Loan Bill—which is a bill that will be coming before us, 
and I will not make too much comment on that—for $8 billion. In 2012, we looked for $5 billion, and in 2009, 
we looked for $8.3 billion. But, prior to that, we had not looked for virtually anything. In 2004, we looked for 
$250 million; and in 1994, 1995, 1997 and 1999, we did not look for anything and in fact actually redeemed 
some of our debt. I wonder who was in government back then? Who was redeeming debt at that time? That is 
interesting. In 1993, we looked for $183 million in borrowings. Going back in history, we can see that we have 
really never had this level of borrowing before now. That is a huge concern because I am sure that when the 
Labor Party comes to power, which it inexorably will, it will have a really big problem on its hands because of 
the failure of this government to manage its systems. I have talked about the “Report on GST Revenue Sharing 
Relativities: 2015 Review” and certainly the comments from the Commonwealth Grants Commission about 
WA’s inability to provide meaningful data to it. 

I will go on to payroll tax for Perth businesses. I refer to the media statement by the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia. The government makes much of the fact that it is a government for big and small 
businesses, and those sorts of things. The CCI is not necessarily my best friend — 

Hon Adele Farina: Really! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We have occasionally had some run-ins, but I have to say the CCI just about nailed it 
with this statement — 

Statement from CCI Chief Executive Officer Deidre Willmott 
I know that name from somewhere, too. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right, so she has a good grounding in business. I am not sure whether Hansard 
got that interjection. Hon Adele Farina said Deidre Willmott was a Liberal candidate. I continue quoting — 

The State Government’s decision to increase the payroll tax burden has further added to costs and 
caused businesses to scale back hiring workers, according to a survey of Western Australian businesses. 

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry Western Australia (CCIWA) surveyed 606 of its members 
about the impact of the State Government’s decision to increase the payroll tax burden by $418 million 
over the next three years. 

The Government will do this by deferring the planned increase to the exemption threshold and 
introducing a clawback policy which would see the exemption threshold reduced as a business’ payroll 
grows in size 

The clear majority of businesses surveyed said the payroll tax hikes would hurt profitability, — 
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That is done when money is invested to make money. I think that was a comment from the government side — 
curtail new employment, — 

I think there was some notion that it would increase employment — 

lead to lower pay rises for staff and hit new capital investment. 
Because of the clawback policy: 
• 84 per cent of businesses expected to be less profitable 
• 82 per cent were less likely to increase staff wages 
• 81 per cent of businesses expected to hire fewer new employees. 

Does Hon Adele Farina know whether the honourable member read this? 

Hon Adele Farina: Maybe you could provide a copy later. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Okay. I continue quoting — 

Three quarters of businesses also said they were more unlikely to increase wages because of the deferral 
of a planned increase in the payroll tax exemption. 

CCIWA Chief Executive Officer Deidre Willmott said increasing the payroll tax burden was not the 
right move to address the State’s budget challenges. 

“Our survey found the payroll tax increases would hurt businesses, workers and the unemployed at 
a time when confidence was already low and the Government should be doing everything in its power 
to encourage investment and jobs growth,” Ms Willmott said. 

“Instead of increasing taxes on business, the government must focus on scaling back its spending and 
making the public sector more efficient to bring the budget back under control. 

I would suggest the government really needs to look at the level of subsidy it gives through royalties for regions 
and other methods to the mining sector. The mining sector does not need taxpayers’ subsidies. Continuing with 
the quote — 

“The payroll tax hike should be scrapped as soon as possible so people have the confidence to invest in 
their business, put on new workers and get this State working again.” 

That is what the CCI had to say. On that basis, I do not think there is much more I can say. I genuinely think there 
are ways forward for this state and this government to get itself out of the mire. The Taxation Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2015 and a bill to come at some stage in the future—the Loan Bill 2015—are not the way to do it. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [4.04 pm]: The Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 is about the 
arrogance of a government unwilling to curb its spending largesse, preferring instead to impose a greater tax 
burden on small business and ultimately the people of Western Australia rather than doing what a responsible 
government would, and should, do—that is, cut spending. The policy of this bill is: let small business pay and let 
the people of Western Australia pay. Small businesses are being slugged more in payroll tax. Those who can will 
pass it on to consumers, so Western Australians will ultimately pay. Many small businesses will be forced to 
reconsider expansion plans and plans to employ more workers, so those out of work will also pay. The bill is not, 
as the government would suggest, about fiscal responsibility in difficult times. At a time when consumer 
confidence is low and business confidence is at an all-time low, this government slugs small business with 
a higher payroll tax. The bill is not, as the government would suggest, about making hard decisions. It is about 
a government refusing to accept responsibility and refusing to curb its out-of-control spending and, instead, it is 
passing on responsibility to plug a budget black hole to small business and the people of Western Australia. 

The bill delivers a very simple policy and a very simple message to Western Australians: let small business pay and 
let the people of Western Australia pay. This arrogant government expects small business and the people of 
Western Australia to further tighten their belts, rein in spending and pay more in tax, yet it will not impose the same 
spending restraint on itself. Elizabeth Quay is one example of many government projects with little more than 
cosmetic value—projects that governments invest in during good economic times, not when times are financially 
tight—yet this government, determined to build monuments to itself, has ploughed ahead regardless of cost and the 
impact on the budget. Hon Alyssa Hayden mentioned the number of jobs that were generated through the 
Elizabeth Quay project, but the reality is that some of those jobs involved only a couple of days’ work. They were 
not long-term jobs. We know that the government is struggling to sell the lots that it is creating as part of that 
project, so one has to start questioning the real value of that project to this state. If the government was spending on 
critical projects that would stimulate the economy and deliver sustained jobs growth, and if the government had 
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taken into account the impact on the budget, particularly on the annual recurrent costs, one might be a bit more 
sympathetic to government spending largesse, but this government has not done any of those things. 

At the last state election, the government said its election commitments were fully costed and fully funded. They 
were not. Since being re-elected, the government has broken promise after promise, deferring or axing projects that 
were not fully costed and fully funded. Many of the projects it is pushing ahead with are coming in over budget, 
which means the projects were not fully costed or the government has been negligent or incompetent in delivering 
the projects on cost. It is now very clear that the government’s election commitments were not fully costed and not 
fully funded. As a result of its train wreck of broken promises, the people of Western Australia no longer have any 
confidence in this government and they certainly do not believe a word this government has to say. 

What is now also very clear is that this government did not factor in the impact of its new projects on recurrent 
expenditure. It is extraordinary. Only an incompetent government with no understanding of the finances of the 
state and the basic principles of budget management would make such a fundamentally bad decision. The 
community is angry about not only the government’s failure to deliver on fully funded and fully costed election 
promises, but also the shocking waste of public moneys and the government’s mismanagement of our state’s 
finances. The Leader of the Opposition detailed a shocking and long list of government waste—government 
financial mismanagement. The list includes $8.5 million on the Bigger Picture advertising campaign; over 
$30 million on apartments in the Pilbara for which the government is paying higher-than-market rents; the 
massive costs of the bungled local government amalgamation program; and $118 million paid to Serco to 
manage a hospital without patients. That was to name just a few of the examples of government waste detailed 
by the Leader of the Opposition. On top of this waste of public moneys, we have seen massive cuts to 
government department budgets, significant cuts to the public service, massive increases in the cost of living, 
cuts to pensioner concessions and rebates, the list goes on and on. We can add to that an increase in stamp duty 
for first home buyers and an increase in land tax. We could be here all day listing all of those additional costs. 
Hon Stephen Dawson mentioned the massive increases that small businesses have had to deal with in increased 
charges for water, electricity and gas. The government blames the downturn in the mining industry for much of 
its financial woes, but the truth is—this was well known to government—it was detailed in industry forecasts 
and in the Treasury’s own forecast. It was well known that there would be certain economic adjustment as the 
mining industry moved from construction to production. The Barnett government knew this and chose to ignore 
it. A responsible government would have planned for this economic adjustment. A responsible government 
would have acted to diversify the economy, to keep sustained jobs creating projects into the pipeline, and to 
create more jobs to cushion the economic adjustment resulting from the transition of the mining sector from 
construction to production. 

For the past six years the opposition and unions have been calling on government to act to keep manufacturing 
jobs in Western Australia. This call has fallen on deaf ears. It was ignored and now the people of 
Western Australia who are out of work are bearing the consequences of this government’s failure to act, and all 
Western Australians and future generations are bearing the brunt of this government’s financial incompetence. 
Since coming into government, the Barnett government has experienced a huge surge in revenue—the highest of 
any jurisdiction in Australia—a greater than 40 per cent increase in revenue. The total revenue growth is at 
eight per cent a year, and total spending is at 8.9 per cent a year. Herein lies the problem. Anyone who has had 
any experience managing a budget will know that they are headed for trouble when they are spending more 
money than they are earning. Living on credit or in debt is foolhardy, especially when it is at levels beyond one’s 
means to service that debt, which is what we have got in this state. In its first term of government, the 
Barnett government experienced very good financial times. A prudent government, knowing the good times 
would not last—they never do—would have put money aside for when revenue returns were leaner, but not this 
government. Government ministers and backbenchers frequently stand up in this place proudly listing all the 
projects the government has funded without understanding that this is nothing to crow about, and in fact, it is 
part of the root of the problem. The government failed to prepare full and proper business cases and to account 
for the ongoing costs of those projects. It is all well and good to build new facilities, but new schools need 
teachers and other staff, new hospitals need doctors and nurses, and hospital procedures have an inherent cost. 
How to pay for this recurrent expenditure needs to be factored in to the recurrent expenditure in the budget and it 
is becoming all too apparent that this government failed to do so, accounting for at least 40 per cent of the 
government’s budget black hole. This government’s financial mismanagement is now coming home to roost for 
all of us. In addition, Premier Barnett borrowed in the good times when mining royalties were delivering billions 
to this state in revenue. The Premier not only spent all the benefits of the boom and failed to account for the 
impact on recurrent expenditure, but also borrowed against future generations. 
When the Barnett government was first elected, state debt was manageable at around $3 billion. Under this 
government, state net debt has increased to unimaginable levels. The 2014–15 midyear review indicated that 
state net debt is currently at $25 billion and well on its way to $31 billion in 2017–18. These are shocking 
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figures. This government’s out-of-control spending and its borrowing policy has placed an enormous burden on 
future governments and future generations, and is taking any flexibility out of the state’s finances. At a time 
when we have seen other countries facing bankruptcy, with countries in the European Union needing to be 
financially bailed out and propped up, this government has acted with carelessness and reckless abandon in the 
way that it has managed the state’s finances. In 2007–08, the net-debt-to-revenue ratio was 19 per cent. It is now 
a whopping 70 per cent. Talk about irresponsible! This government has wrecked the state’s finances. It has made 
bad decisions one after another, without understanding or any care about the middle to long-term implications. 
I assume it has been working on the basis, “Well, we won’t be here; we won’t have to deal with it.” 
This government has managed its budgets and its finances of this state on a year-to-year basis, looking at today 
only, with no regard for the forward estimates. In fact, we know that as far as the Premier is concerned, the 
forward estimates are the never–never. Only last week, the Minister for Mental Health, interjecting on opposition 
speakers to the bill, confirmed for all that the Premier is not the only person in the cabinet to hold this view. She 
too dismissed the forward estimates, and we all know one cannot do that. This government’s irresponsible failure 
to look at the impact of its spending largesse on the forward estimates has wrecked the state’s finances. We have 
lost our AAA credit rating. The Gallop government, with Eric Ripper as Treasurer, restored the state’s AAA 
credit rating only to have another Liberal government lose it again. Our AAA credit rating has been downgraded 
to a AA+ credit rating, and we are on a negative watch as state debt rises. This government shows a complete 
inability to rein in its spending. Even Tasmania, a state that Premier Barnett has criticised, has a better credit 
rating than Western Australia. It has a AA+ credit rating, but it is not on a negative watch as we are in 
Western Australia. That says a lot. 
Under the previous Labor government, we ran large surpluses, and we did so to insulate the state from revenue 
shocks, which are to be expected and protected against, especially when one has an economy such as ours that is 
sensitive to external forces. The surpluses allowed the Labor government to run a big capital expenditure account 
without racking up debt. The Barnett government has spent up big, but failed to deliver surpluses to fund the big 
spend. As a result it has racked up an unimaginable level of state debt. The government is bankrupting this state. 
At the same time as the Premier borrowed during good times massively increasing state debt, he was also 
massively increasing taxes. This government is going to be remembered as a high-spending, high-taxing 
government. There have been massive increases in household charges, transport costs, car registration costs, 
landfill levies, land tax stamp duty on first home buyers—the list goes on and on. There have been new taxes as 
well, such as a parking tax at Perth’s train stations. The Barnett government is a high-taxing, high-spending 
government and one that has borrowed to unimaginable levels, leaving future generations to carry the burden of 
paying for this government’s financial mismanagement and leaving future governments with little budget 
flexibility to meet this financial burden. That is a huge issue that future generations are going to need to face and, 
in fact, the next state government is going to have to face. 
The bill before us seeks to assist this government and cover its budget black hole by making small business and 
the people of Western Australia pay for its spending largesse and financial mismanagement. The 
Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 seeks to amend the Duties Act 2008, the Land Tax Assessment Act 
2002, and the Pay-roll Assessment Act 2002. The bill contains amendments to the Duties Act 2008, to extend 
a duty concession to the custodian of a trustee of a superannuation fund in certain circumstances, as a result of 
changes by the commonwealth to its Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act 1993. The bill also contains 
amendments to the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 clawback provisions. The second reading speech states that 
the bill contains amendments to exclude private residential property that was subdivided as a result of 
a compulsory acquisition from the clawback provisions. There are also further amendments to restore the policy 
intent of the anti-avoidance provisions aimed at preventing persons from disaggregating the value of their land 
holdings for tax assessment purposes by transferring minor interests in the properties to third parties. According 
to the second reading speech on the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015, these amendments allow the 
commissioner to make a retrospective determination of the tax liability generally limited to five years, 
disregarding the interests of the minority landowners. Retrospective provisions in legislation usually receive 
close scrutiny by Parliaments to ensure the retrospectivity is necessary and proportionate, and that it is 
sufficiently limited so as not to have unintended consequences. The very nature of the power being provided to 
the taxation commissioner, by necessity, requires retrospectivity as an anti-avoidance measure, and that is 
accepted. What concerns me is the use of the words “generally limited to five years” in the second reading 
speech. I ask the minister to confirm the retrospective reach of the commissioner, and to confirm that that will be 
limited to five years. If that is not the case, I ask the minister to clarify the limit that will be imposed on the 
commissioner’s retrospectivity by the proposed amendments; and, if it is limited to five years, I ask the minister 
to explain why the words “generally limited to five years” were used in the second reading speech, because that 
has created some uncertainty. 

Also in relation to that piece of legislation, the second reading speech informs us that there are other minor 
amendments to the Land Tax Assessment Act, but does not detail what they are. Members of the public are left 
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to find out for themselves. That is less than satisfactory. The second reading speech is required to set out the 
policy of the bill and the underlying policy for the proposed amendments. The government needs to explain, on 
the record in the second reading speech, in particular, the nature of the further amendments and why they are 
needed. I call on the minister, during the reply to the second reading debate, to detail the other minor 
amendments sought by the bill, and how they fit within the policy of the bill. 

The key aspect of the bill that has attracted the most attention is the proposed amendments to the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Act 2002. The amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 seek, from 1 July 2015, to 
introduce a gradual diminishing of the payroll tax exemption threshold for payrolls between the current 
exemption threshold of $800 000 up to $7.5 million. That means that for payrolls of $7.5 million and above, 
payroll tax will be payable at the current rate of 5.5 per cent on an employer’s entire payroll, with no exemption 
threshold being granted. That is a significant change from the current approach to payroll tax, whereby all 
employers are exempt from payroll tax on the first $800 000 of payroll, regardless of their size. We have been 
told that around 17 000 employers will be affected by these amendments to the payroll tax, and of these about 
5 000 employers will have payrolls in excess of $7.5 million and therefore be required to pay an additional 
$44 000 a year in payroll tax. 

At this point I would like to draw the minister’s attention to the words used in the second reading speech that 
state that employers with payrolls in excess of $7.5 million will be required to pay “up to” an additional 
$44 000 a year in payroll tax. It is my understanding that that is an incorrect statement, and it will not be the case 
that they will be required to pay “up to” that amount; it will be the case that they will actually be required to pay 
an additional $44 000 a year in payroll tax. I ask the minister to clarify why the words “up to” have been used in 
the second reading speech, and why that uncertainty has been thrown into the debate. This proposed change to 
the payroll tax is expected to raise approximately $397 million over three years from the diminishing tax-free 
threshold, providing government with a significant boost in revenue at the expense of small business. 
For interested members, in 2008-09, payroll tax collection was $2.246 billion, and in 2014-15 it was 
$3.833 billion. There has been a significant increase in payroll revenue under the Barnett government, and the 
proposed changes will see an additional $397 million over three years added to the payroll revenue of the state. 

The government has argued that as the changes impact on businesses with a payroll of over $800 000, the 
proposed changes will not impact on small business; they will impact on medium business. I do not agree with 
that statement. The definition of wages on which the payroll tax is calculated includes the gross wage or salary to 
an employee, including entitlements, commissions, bonuses, allowances and employer contributions to the 
employee’s superannuation, meaning all these things are liable to payroll tax. Taking that into consideration, 
businesses with as few as about seven employees could be caught by these changed to the payroll tax, depending 
on the wage paid to its employees. This is most certainly a tax on small business. At this point I will refer to 
a report titled “Payroll tax threshold increase will do little: Bunbury Chamber”, which was printed in the 
Bunbury Mail of 27 February 2014, at a time when the then Treasurer announced the increase of that payroll 
threshold to $850 000 over three years. The comment from Mr Philp, CEO of the Bunbury Chamber of 
Commerce and Industries, reads — 

The commitment is still far from the $1.5 million threshold that the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry has been asking for. 

Mr Philp said $100,000 over three years was not even an extra employee for most small businesses, 
particularly in the north of WA. 

“So really this amount will just mean a status quo for most businesses,” Mr Philp said. 

“What we have to remember is that the threshold has been at the same level for nearly ten years and has 
not kept up with wages increases and rising costs. 

“Small businesses, some with a few as six employees have reached the threshold, which is definitely 
not the original intent of this tax.” 

Mr Philp said it was disappointing that small business was not even featuring in the election 
announcements from any political party. 

So there we go. Hon Alyssa Hayden said this would affect only medium businesses and would not impact small 
businesses, and that we on this side of the chamber did not really understand what small business is about. Here 
we have the head of the Bunbury chamber stating very clearly that businesses with as few as six employees 
could be affected by these changes, and certainly that is not the only example that can be used to explain that. 
Clearly, the proposed amendments we are dealing with in this legislation are definitely going to impact on small 
business, and those in small business are telling us that they are going to do so. 
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I was not able to attend the briefings on the bill; however, my colleagues provided me with a copy of the table 
distributed by officers at the briefing. The table tells an interesting story. For businesses with a payroll of 
between $1 million and $7.5 million, the increase in the payroll tax payable is in the order of 11.9 per cent. 
Clearly, the actual dollar amount varies, with businesses with a payroll of $7.5 million paying more than 
a business with a payroll of $1 million—the exact amounts being $44 000 and $1 313 respectively. The table 
also shows that the impact of the removal of the exemption threshold diminishes as payroll increases. In short, 
the impact on big business with a payroll of $7.5 million is greater than for a business with a payroll of, say, 
$100 million. As the dollar amount remains the same at $44 000, it is therefore a diminishing proportion of 
overall payroll tax the higher the payroll. That means that the impact on small business with a payroll of 
$800 000 to $7.5 million, and for businesses with a payroll of just over $7.5 million is significantly greater than 
it will be for big business. 

The only comment made in the second reading speech about the payroll tax provisions applicable in other 
jurisdictions in Australia was — 

The introduction of a diminishing payroll tax exemption threshold is consistent with the approach in 
Queensland and the Northern Territory. 

In my view, that level of comparison is insufficient and very self-serving of the government. I note that 
Hon Alanna Clohesy agreed and provided some comparisons. The government failed to tell us that as at 1 July 
2014, WA has had the fourth lowest payroll tax exemption threshold of all Australian jurisdictions. The payroll 
tax exemption threshold in the Australian Capital Territory is $1.85 million, in the Northern Territory it is 
$1.5 million, in Tasmania it is $1.25 million and in Queensland it is $1.1 million. That makes all those states 
more attractive to small business than Western Australia. Four jurisdictions have a lower payroll rate than 
Western Australia. New South Wales has a payroll rate of 5.45 per cent, Queensland’s rate is 4.75 per cent, 
South Australia’s rate is 4.95 per cent and Victoria’s rate is 4.85 per cent, making these jurisdictions even more 
attractive to small business than Western Australia. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3437.] 
 

 [22] 


	TAXATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2015
	Second Reading


