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PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT (EXEMPTION FOR TRAINEES) BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 8 May. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [5.08 pm]: Before we broke last night, I was making some 
comments about the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill 2018. I have outlined some 
of the concerns with the bill that have been particularly expressed to me by a number of organisations and businesses, 
particularly small family-owned businesses. They relate to the retrospective changes that will be made by the 
government that go back to 1 December, and the impact that will have in the context of further training opportunities 
for employees, particularly existing employees, long-term employees and, in some cases, older employees. 

I also identified that the bill forms part of a two-phase process announced by the government towards the end of last 
year, with the second phase involving the establishment of a grant scheme. I think that might have been about where 
I had got up to before we adjourned last night. To be fair to the officers who briefed us on this bill, when they were 
asked by members of the opposition for more detail about the next phase, they effectively said it was a separate issue 
from the bill currently before the house. Technically, it is, and I accept the position that the officers took on the grants 
program. 

However from the government’s perspective—this is a challenge that I will go into more detail on now—all the 
statements that have been made about this issue of the change to the payroll tax exemption that we are now currently 
dealing with, by the Treasurer, and the Minister for Education and Training by virtue of being part of a media release, 
have made reference to a new grant scheme that will effectively take over from the payroll tax exemption. We cannot 
talk about only the changes to the payroll tax exemption without talking about the grants program, currently 
undefined, because the government itself continues to put the two issues together. I refer to the editorial that the 
Treasurer published in The West Australian on 27 February this year. He stated — 

The second stage will involve exploring options to implement a grant scheme to replace the payroll tax 
exemption to better target Government support towards the State’s workforce priorities. 

We want to stick up for small business and make the scheme available to all businesses, not just those who 
pay payroll tax as it currently stands. Options will be considered from the middle of the year, for a possible 
start from July 1 next year. 

The article states that the government wants to not only stick up for small business, but support the state’s workforce 
priorities. That suggests to me that some will miss out. From the debate that has already occurred—although we do 
not necessarily reflect on the debate in the other place, it is important for what we are dealing with now—it is quite 
clear to me that the issue of an undefined grant scheme is nowhere near advanced. The current exemption will be 
taken away, if I can put it that way, but we do not know what will replace it, and even when it is replaced it will not 
come into effect for quite some time. The Treasurer, in his remarks on this bill in the other place, made a couple of 
comments. He referred to, “a grant scheme, if that is where we land.” That does not give me any comfort that this 
government even knows what it is doing. He also said that he was “utterly open to the regime that replaces this, 
whether it be a grant scheme or something else.” The department is obviously under instruction by the government 
to consider a grant scheme. The grant scheme is referred to in editorials and in media releases, yet when the Treasurer 
is asked about it, we hear about “a grant scheme, if that is where we land”, and that the Treasurer is “utterly open to 
the regime that replaces this, whether it be a grant scheme or something else.” As I understand, the second tranche 
will be subject to further scrutiny by Parliament in due course. The minister may be able to provide us with an update 
on the timing of that. The point is that something is being removed, and something else is being talked about, but 
when we actually press for more detail on the second tranche, we are left none the wiser. 

With all due respect to the government, these mixed messages are causing angst. I think the Treasurer actually 
acknowledged that during the debate in the other place. We recognised that that was the case, but it does not seem 
to me that a lot has been done to allay those concerns and that angst. It is all well and good for the government to 
say that it is working on it, and is open to how it might work in practice, but the reality is that the lack of clarity is 
causing confusion. As I understand—the minister might again provide us with an update on this aspect—there has 
been little or no consultation with those most affected. It is a “just trust us” scenario. Unfortunately, we tend to see 
a bit of that from this government. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Is that consultation on the second stage? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: For the grants—yes. 
Another aspect that the minister might be able to assist us on, which might be better than dealing with this during 
a committee stage, is that it remains unclear for many organisations—this has been raised directly with me, and 
may well have been raised directly with the minister—whether apprenticeships will be affected by these changes. 
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As I understand, the Treasurer has said that there will be no change. This does not affect apprenticeships; it affects 
only traineeships. However, I want to read again the excerpt I read last night from the joint media release of the 
Treasurer and the Minister for Education and Training on 30 November last year, which states — 

… the Government will work with industry in developing stage two of these changes, to replace all 
remaining apprentices and trainee exemptions with a grant scheme. Options will be considered in mid 
2018 for possible commencement from July 1, 2019. 

The media release refers to replacing all remaining apprenticeship and traineeship exemptions. My understanding 
is that the Treasurer has said it will affect only traineeship exemptions, and apprentices are not affected. Again—
I put this to the government—in press statements there is reference to apprentices. That absolutely needs to be 
cleared up, because we are left wondering, and industry and small businesses are left wondering, which statement 
is correct. Is the statement in the media release on 30 November correct, or is the Treasurer’s statement in 
Parliament correct? I will take it on face value that what the Treasurer stated in the Parliament is correct, but the 
press statement still hangs out there. It has not been amended to reflect what may be the accurate scenario. We 
need absolute clarity on whether, if there are to be no changes for apprenticeships, it is anticipated that there will 
be at some time in the future. Will some further changes be considered, affecting the apprenticeship side of things? 
Either way, I would say that the government needs to be a bit more prepared when making announcements such 
as this. Mind you, with its track record so far of making announcements and then apparently going through 
a process of consultation, I would expect nothing less. 
I will go back to the bill itself and just close off my comments. I know that other members want to speak on the 
bill. It is quite clear, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas outlined last night as lead speaker for the opposition, that this bill 
is simply a revenue raising measure. In one breath the Treasurer said in the other place that most businesses are 
doing the right thing, but the government is also claiming there is widespread rorting of the system. They are not 
my words—“widespread” is not my word—they are words used by government members and in documents 
provided to the opposition as part of the briefing on this bill. Which one is it? If measures can or should be taken 
to further reform the current system with respect to the payroll tax exemption, then the government should, and 
could, put those measures on the table. I would fully expect, given what the previous government did in 2014–15 
to tighten the system, that the opposition would welcome that. In fact, based on the discussions I have had with 
those most affected by these changes, they do not have a problem with tightening the system if it is required. 
However, we also need to understand how the proposed grants scheme is going to work. What consultation will 
be undertaken with those most affected? Who is going to be eligible? According to the Treasurer’s editorial in 
The West Australian, it is going to be based on the state’s workforce priorities. Who is in and who is out? Who is 
going to run the scheme? Will only certain industries and businesses be able to apply? Will there be any further 
tightening of the types of eligible qualifications? Could that not have been looked at in the context of even the 
exemption process now? If that is an issue, that could have been looked at now without taking this sledgehammer 
approach. Will the new grant scheme be overly bureaucratic? I suppose the argument can be put that a tax issue is 
probably a fairly easy approach and that it would probably be easier for Treasury and others to deal with. A grants 
scheme, on the other hand, can be overly bureaucratic and cumbersome and all too hard, and that may not improve 
training opportunities for anybody because everyone will find that it is just too hard. 
These quite legitimate questions are being raised by not only me, but also many of others, and there are many other 
questions. As I said, I would like the minister to clarify absolutely whether apprentices will or will not—and if 
they are not, if they will in the future—be caught up in any changes. This is a significant issue and it needs to be 
resolved. If the government outlines what the position is, it may allay some of the concerns that continue to linger 
after the government’s press statement released in November last year. Again, these and many other questions 
remain and they need to be answered; otherwise, as I have said, there is a risk that apprenticeship and traineeship 
commencements will further reduce. That is the likely result. 
In closing, I say that we cannot look at just one issue in isolation; this is a two-phase process. I look forward to 
hearing the comments from the Minister for Education and Training to hopefully allay some of the concerns I have 
outlined, particularly for the second tranche, which the government is obviously going to put forward. Again, as 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas has indicated, the opposition is not supporting this bill. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [5.25 pm]: I rise today as the lead speaker for the Greens on the 
Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill 2018. I would like to start by addressing 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s comments the other day when he referred to the Greens as ideological socialists. I think 
I heard similar words thrown around today—“They are just ideological.” I think that ideology is based on or is 
referring to a system of ideas or ideals. I do not see a problem with that. In common usage we use those words to 
try to put somebody down because their arguments may be based on ideas rather than facts. I think he was trying 
to challenge what we believe in. The first thing I will say is that part of the Greens economic policy is to get rid of 
payroll tax. However, I would like to explain a few tidbits of the Greens economic policy. The Greens want 
a framework that promotes job security and satisfaction, social equity and a safe workplace. That may be 
ideological, but I would be happy to argue that somebody did not believe in that. We want collaboration between 
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government, industry and academia to identify and address skill shortages and infrastructure requirements to give 
effect to policy. Again, that may be ideological, but why can we not get to that point? We want skills training and 
structural support for vulnerable populations and sectors. Maybe someone would want to argue against that, but 
I still think that supporting vulnerable populations is a good idea. We want a simpler more progressive tax system, 
resistant to evasion and with low compliance costs to provide a secure revenue base for each level of government. 
Maybe on this point we could start to get a bit of diversity of opinion, but I think that a progressive tax system 
resistant to evasion would be looked at not only here but also federally. There is agreement on the tax system but 
for some reason at times we allow some people to find ways to evade tax legally. We want reform of inefficient 
and regressive taxes, including payroll tax and stamp duties. That might be ideological and may even be possible, 
but those are the things we are looking for. I am quite proud of that. 

Another comment yesterday referred to the left and right wing of politics. On the right wing is the individual who 
reaps the benefits. On the left wing is the collective that covers the costs and carries the risks. That happens in 
society every day. I like the idea that a capable, competent person can reap rewards and can use their vote and 
efforts so that the collective covers the cost and carries the risks. But I do not think that is ethical and I do not think 
that is fair, because I care about the people who may not be in a situation to reap those rewards. 

I want to address two matters about government-funded training. One is assisting unskilled labour into the market. 
That is what we are looking to do through these changes: we want new employees who do not have skills to be 
able to get the training that they need to carry on in a job; the other is to provide a skilled workforce. In the second 
stage of this bill the government will be interacting with industry and academia and working out where the growth 
industries are, where we are lacking in training and where we need to put skills and traineeships to create a skilled 
workforce. One difficulty of government-funded training is the further development of skilled labour. 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse said yesterday that somebody at a senior management level will no longer be able to access 
funding for training, even though the skills that they would acquire would give them an extra qualification to put 
on their CV. Why does he believe that government should fund that through an exemption in payroll tax? The 
debate today is not about keeping payroll tax. This is just about an exemption that some employers will be entitled 
to for some of their staff.  If employers and the individual benefit from that training and that person’s new training 
is not working towards the needs of the state for new traineeships, why should it still be covered by this exemption? 

The government has limited means of raising revenue to fund traineeships. We saw a significant cut to traineeships 
by the federal government. We believe that we should have traineeships and we need to create that skilled 
workforce. Having this payroll tax exemption in place limits that to the tune of about $80 million in one year. That 
money is slipping through the government’s ability to use it for more useful things. The problem is that the 
exemption is well intended. There was a point to it. We want to get people trained but, unfortunately, the exemption 
was abused because there was no law stating that people could not do what they were doing. Because the exemption 
was for the full amount of the person’s salary in the year that they were training, there were times when there was 
a course for $2 000, of which an employer would get a $5 000 exemption. Why would any of us think that is okay? 
It just does not look right that employers should get not only a financial incentive, but also a financial benefit in 
addition to the cost of the training. 

Before I continue, I want to make it clear that I did not ask for a list of companies that have done this. I was told 
that the government was aware of a number of companies that had issues that looked outside the norm or the 
expectation of what we would expect—for instance, 70 per cent of wages paid to trainees and things that did not 
look right. I did not ask because, as an accountant, I understand the pressures of being in business. I have had 
a business of my own. Maybe someone is in a position in which they would normally train their staff; sometimes 
they would and sometimes they would not. Sometimes money is a bit tight because things are not going so well 
for the business. If someone came along and said, “If you take this staff person and put them into training for 
$2 000, they barely have to be away from the business because we can do it through RPL and, in return, you will 
be able to write off their entire salary from payroll tax and save $5 000.” 

Hon Robin Scott: And do it legally. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes, it is completely legal. 

Hon Robin Scott: If you’re a business person, that’s what you do. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Exactly. That is what they would do. Once a few people were trained under this method 
and the owner of the business was making money out of it, if they had another dozen employees doing a similar 
job, they could get them into training and get the money back. In the end, they would end up with a little bit more 
in their own bank. Why would they not do that? It makes sense. We are discussing this in this place; it is in the 
news; and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia is sharing it with all the businesses and 
every business knows about it. If we do not go through with this, imagine what would happen. If there was 
a business out there that did not provide their employee with training, they would be almost negligent in trying to 
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run a profitable business. That is not our intention. We are not here to just make training happen regardless of the 
needs of the community or regardless of the needs of the business owner or the business. There is a point to it. 
I hope that everything we do in this place has a point. The point to this exemption is to encourage employers to 
get training for employees who need it to carry out skills that the industry needs. It is being cut back to employees 
with a salary of $100 000 or less. That does not include superannuation, overtime, bonuses et cetera. We are talking 
about employees with an income of $120 000, $130 000 or $140 000 who are still considered to be in that low 
income section, and new employees or those employed within the first three months or within the first 12 months 
if they are part time or casual. It is not limited completely. 

My colleague Hon Aaron Stonehouse suggested that so much less training will happen if this change is made. If 
an employer has an employee who needs a skill to do the work in their business, will the exemption make or break 
that decision? Is the exemption and the fact that a business might make additional dollars the reason an employer 
will not train an employee? I hope not. I hope that employers would be undertaking the training that is necessary 
for their employees to do the job that they need to do. Yes, there might be a drop-off but that makes sense if, as 
I have been told, people are undertaking training that they really do not need or there is something they could do 
off their own bat to improve their own standing and their own CV. 

I return to where I was. There are multiple traineeships for skills that are unrelated to the work. Different things 
could happen that would allow employees to get the exemption. We saw senior staff undertaking training which 
they could not only easily afford but maybe they already had the skills anyway. Again, I did not ask for the names 
of the companies. I did not think I needed them. I did not think that needed to be known and be made public 
because they were not doing anything wrong. It was completely within the grounds of the exemption. 

It could be suggested that maybe we should have looked at these traineeships. If the government was aware that 
these traineeships were not really legitimate for somebody who was already skilled and had a master’s degree or 
an MBA and wanted to pick up a qualification in business management at a diploma level or something, we would 
have to question it. But the Department of Training and Workforce Development is not the one to question that. It 
is not the police in this matter. It is just checking to see if all the boxes are ticked and to ensure that the traineeship 
is signed up appropriately and then put through the proper processes. 

In effect, we are only looking at businesses that have a threshold over $850 000, which means that this traineeship 
benefits only those larger organisations that pay payroll tax. Yet an organisation with a payroll under $850 000 that 
does not pay payroll tax is also not given the opportunity to have the exemption because of that and therefore those 
smaller employers are disadvantaged in a way. Again, by putting in more traineeships for areas that they might 
need, they will be able to offer that to their employees and still have the benefit of training their employees. It is 
also only available to existing staff, not for existing staff with senior positions. Again, if that benefitted the 
employer or the employee, why would the government be expected to underwrite or fund it? 

We understand that by December, stage 2 of the training program will be introduced to this house for us to debate. 
That is when we will look at how the money will be spent. I understand that advice will be sought from industry 
and training bodies about the sort of training that is needed so that the training is likely to continue to be needed 
in the future. Hopefully, we will do the appropriate modelling to make sure that we can forecast those training 
needs. One area we can look at very easily would be aged care, because we know that our population is ageing 
and that we will need a lot more people in that sector. If members of the business community not related to aged 
care, such as McDonalds or mining companies, are training people—I think the examples used were from sweeping 
floors up to the next level from that—it may not be what the state needs. It may not be what the community needs 
and it may not be what we believe the government should be supporting through traineeships. 

The stage 2 legislation must not be cumbersome and inefficient, as grants so often can be. It must target genuine 
training needs and must be flexible enough to adapt to those training needs as they change. I look forward to 
scrutinising it when that bill is introduced. 

This Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill is not perfect. It has been developed to 
correct a loophole that allows companies to legally reduce their payroll tax by enrolling their employees in training 
that may not provide any benefit and may not work towards achieving the state’s aims. Although it is not perfect, 
it will take us a step closer to that. If through its modelling, the government has been able to show we can save 
$100 million, the question comes to mind: how long is a piece of string? It is hard to estimate how many employers 
would pick this up and start using it from this point forward if we did not pass the bill. If we stop at this point and 
it does not go through, as I said, every employer with a payroll of over $850 000 would find a traineeship to enable 
them to deduct the salary from their payroll tax. The bill is not perfect but it will get us closer. If it can raise the 
funds it proposes to put people into traineeships over the next few years, that will be a good thing. 
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As I said, the Greens support this bill as a means of redirecting the training dollar to more relevant, genuine training 
needs to support the development of industry in Western Australia. 

HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [5.42 pm]: My contribution cannot hope to match the contributions 
of the honourable members who have spoken so far. Hon Dr Steve Thomas covered the reasons for not supporting 
this bill with a well-researched and accurate speech. However, I would still like to make a contribution and, 
hopefully, not repeat what has been said. 

Payroll tax assessment and the Payroll Tax Assessment Act was introduced in 1949 by the federal government. It 
was intended to pay 5s a week child endowment to a person who was looking after more than one child under the 
age of 16. In Western Australia, it was introduced around 1971 and now, along with other states and territories, 
payroll tax is seen by governments as nothing more and nothing less than an opportunity to maximise government 
revenue. Not only has the government set out to increase the rate of payroll tax with this bill, it is attempting to 
remove the vitally important training exemption. Like Hon Aaron Stonehouse, I am confused at the change of 
heart by the Liberals. I can only assume that after a deep-thinking session, they have seen the light. It is an absolute 
disgrace that the Nationals support the government in this short-sighted attempt to grab dollars at the cost of future 
skills and future opportunities of Western Australians. Are the Nationals taking an each-way bet with who it will 
be partnering at the next election? 

The effect of the abolition of the training exemption will be a loss of Western Australian jobs in favour of skilled 
workers who come here from the eastern states, who are already here on 457 visas and who will come here on 
temporary skilled shortage visas. Workers who will be hit hard will include those to be reskilled as their roles are 
made obsolete by autonomous vehicles—truck drivers in the mining industry who earn well over $100 000 a year. 
Even if we take out their bonuses and superannuation, their wage is above the retraining threshold. What will the 
mining companies do? Will they get rid of the drivers and employ new people and train them to do the jobs that 
the truck drivers should be offered automatically when they lose their jobs due to modern technology? 

I will not support this bill. 

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [5.44 pm]: I thought that I would rise to make a few comments on this 
Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill. The bill seeks to amend the Payroll Tax 
Assessment Act 2002 to tighten up payroll tax exemptions for wages paid to employees. As has been pointed out, 
payroll tax is an ugly tax. I think we are all aware that we would rather not have payroll tax but, unfortunately, the 
government needs the revenue. As has been mentioned here before, since 1971 Western Australia has used payroll 
tax as a means of deriving that revenue. Hon Robin Scott mentioned that it was first introduced by the federal 
government in 1941and ceded to the states in 1971 so the states could raise revenue. I am very hopeful that at some 
stage it will do the same with the GST! 

The bill limits exemption to new employees earning up to $100 000 a year. At the first briefing I had, I was under 
the impression that $100 000 for trainees was inclusive of superannuation and the usual things that go on top of 
wages for tax to be applied. However, at the last briefing it was explained to me that it applied to $100 000 base 
salary before the extra entitlements go on top of it. However, it is unclear to me whether superannuation, overtime 
and bonuses over the $100 000 are still subject to payroll tax. Maybe in the Committee of the Whole House we 
can work out whether an employee’s income in total is exempt or just the $100 000. 

These proposed changes have been in place since 1 December last year. It is my understanding that, under the 
changes, employees who had signed contracts prior to that date, will continue. But from 1 December the exemption 
will apply to only apprentices, which have always been payroll tax exempt, and new trainees who earn $100 000 or 
less. It concerns me that the explanatory memorandum states — 

An employee will not be an eligible new employee if, immediately before the commencement date of the 
training contract, they had been continuously employed by the employer, or by the employer and other 
group member employer, for longer than: 

• three months full-time employment; 

It goes on to talk about part-time employment and a combination of both. Having myself employed a number of 
people, I know that quite often we take on people for three months’ or six months’ probation. The difficulty for 
me as an employer is that if I put someone on probation for three or six months, I am not ready to invest in that 
person until the probation period is up. Once I am satisfied that the employee is suitable for the job and someone 
I should invest in, I may want to undertake training. Under this proposal, I could not do that. I would have to enter 
into a training contract within the first three months during the probation period and not at a later stage. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You can do it; you will just not get the exemption. People do it every day. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: That is right, but there should be an incentive for the exemption. 
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It is a bit of a shame that not many in this chamber have been in business. Hon Dr Steve Thomas has and I know 
Hon Robin Scott has. Hon Dianne Evers has indicated that she has been in business, as has Hon Peter Collier, but 
the majority of members have not. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Lawyers are not in business! 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Do not count that; it is institutionalised. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Have you ever done a business activity statement? 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes, I have done many BAS statements over the years. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Let us get back to the bill. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Having employed people—at one stage I maintained a workforce of some 53 staff, so that 
is not a big business; it is a medium-sized or small business, but, by the same token, it is a considerable number of 
people—I invested a lot in training during that time. Sometimes those people stayed with me for 10 or 15 years. 
Sometimes they moved on to competitors or other businesses. The training I invested in them was within the 
industry and it maintained the skills within that industry to lift up that industry. Employers have always been keen 
to train staff, or should be keen to train staff. Having a small incentive of some payroll tax relief is probably one 
of the very few incentives that employers get, so it is a bit harsh now to take that away from employers. I accept 
that in some cases there may be—I will not use the word “rorting”, because I have not seen anyone who has done 
anything unlawful; they have worked within the law and minimised their tax — 

Hon Donna Faragher: That’s not what the government has been saying. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: No. It is my understanding that about 750 businesses currently claim the exemption. In 
a letter sent by the Treasurer—I am sure that everybody got that letter—he said that about 120 of those businesses 
have 30 per cent or greater of their employees employed under the exemption system. That is not a massive number 
of people. My contention is that other control measures could be used to rein in the number of people to whom 
this scheme applies. Rather than getting rid of it altogether and applying it only to new trainees who have been 
employed for less than three months, it could apply to a percentage of the workforce within the business over 
a period. I know that in 2014 the previous government put in place some measures to try to rein that in a bit, 
whereby a business could put on only 100 new employees every quarter, and up to 400 over a year. If a business 
has 5 000 employees, that is a very small number. If a business has 400 employees, it could put them all on over 
a year. That is one of the examples we have been given of businesses with payrolls of around $5 million that have 
had most of their payrolls exempt. 

As I said, payroll tax is quite an ugly tax. For some businesses, it does not take very long to get over the 
$850 000 threshold. Bear in mind that I am talking about people’s gross wages, superannuation, bonuses and 
everything else. I suggest that these days it would probably be only about 10 employees—not a lot. A bigger 
business with around 50 employees would be looking at a payroll of about $5 million. Once a business has 
a payroll of $2 million—I did a bit of a calculation—which is a fairly modest payroll, it would be looking at paying 
$63 250 per annum in payroll tax. That is not an insignificant amount of money. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: One person employed. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes. 

A business with a payroll of around $5 million and about 50 staff, as I had at one time, would be looking at paying 
$228 250. That is a huge chunk of money out of a business. The worst thing about payroll tax is that it does not 
matter whether the business makes a profit. It could be running at a loss of a hundred grand a year and it would 
still have to pony up this money. It is not a particularly good tax. 

I will not support this bill. I think there is scope to look at other control measures to iron this out. The advisers 
have told me that there will be a saving of some $96 million over the forward estimates, but starting with a saving 
of about $11 million. That money is proposed to go back into training. I suspect that that is because the federal 
government is pulling some of the funding, so this government is looking for funding to fill the black hole in TAFE 
and other government-based training organisations. 
What worries me is that a business is best placed to decide what skill levels it needs within its business. It is the 
one that says that it needs better skills in this particular area to improve its business model and to improve its profit. 
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We are talking about removing the ability of a business to make that decision and giving that decision-making 
ability back to government. 

Hon Sue Ellery: What industry says, because we consult regularly through the State Training Board, is that it 
wants training providers—TAFE, the private RTOs and the group training organisations—to be training people in 
a range of skill areas that it identifies. The notion that we should wait until industry comes to us and specifically 
says, “I now need this” means we get behind the eight ball. That was part of what happened in the last mining 
boom. We weren’t ready to meet the needs that industry was telling us we needed to get ready for. Although 
I accept the point that you’re making that of course employers should decide, more broadly industry is saying, 
“We actually want you to get a bit ahead of the game.” 
Hon RICK MAZZA: Industry may say that. 
Hon Alison Xamon: That is what they’re saying. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: At the end of the day, if there is a need for training, training organisations can be set up and 
service those businesses. We do not have to have government-based training organisations. I accept that businesses 
have said that, but privately owned training companies also can provide that service for businesses to operate. 
I think that is a very important point. 
I will not support the bill, and we will see how it plays out. 
HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [5.56 pm]: It has been a very good debate on the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill 2018 and I have listened intently to what has been said 
today. Sometimes we come into this house and just debate without really trying to find solutions. I want to spend 
a little time on the issues and some possible solutions. Obviously, Hon Robin Scott put forward a motion on payroll 
tax earlier in the year. We would rather have no payroll tax. We believe it is a tax on jobs. It is probably one of the 
reasons the state is struggling in that area at the moment. I just put on the record that we do not like payroll tax. 
One of the issues is that the value of the tax exemption exceeds the cost of training. There is no reason that 
businesses could not be limited in claiming the payroll tax exemption if its value exceeds the cost of the training. 
There is no reason that that could not happen. There is a solution to that problem. The second problem is that 
employers can extend the terms of a training contract well beyond its initial term. We should not allow employers 
to claim the additional tax exemption for training contracts that extend beyond the initial term. That is another 
answer to an issue. Another issue is that employers place a large proportion of their workforce in training. Why 
could we not put in place a payroll tax exemption limit of a defined percentage of the total wage bill of a business? 
There are some solutions. Things can be done. I would like the government to look at some amendments to the 
bill. We have heard that there is a good chance that this bill will pass even though we oppose it. But there are 
solutions to the issues that have been pointed out to us. Quite clearly, we will not support this bill. 
HON COLIN de GRUSSA (Agricultural) [5.58 pm]: I rise to speak on behalf of the Nationals WA on the 
Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill 2018 and indicate that the National Party will 
support the bill. Before I go on, I want to reflect on a couple of comments made yesterday during the debate on this 
bill, in particular by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. Hon Dr Steve Thomas made the comment, to quote from Hansard — 

If a company’s wages turnover is $1 million a year, it may appear to be a large company that is making 
a lot of money. However, we need to realise that if that company is employing 10 people, each of whom 
is paid $100 000 a year, it is pretty easy to get to a wages turnover of $1 million. In my view, that is not 
a big business. 

I would agree with that. He went on to say that people in Western Australia pay significantly more payroll tax than 
is paid by people in any other state. Again, I would agree with that comment. He also said — 

The left wing likes to tax higher and spend the money on things that make it look good. 
I reflect on the debate that we had in this place in December last year when we were debating the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. During the Committee of the Whole stage, 
my colleague Hon Martin Aldridge moved an amendment to that legislation to insert a new clause 3A. I again 
quote from Hansard — 

In moving this proposed new clause I will make some brief remarks, because I already outlined in my 
contribution to the second reading debate the position of the National Party on this amendment. I remind 
members that this amendment will give effect to the raising of the payroll tax exemption threshold in 
Western Australia from $850 000 to $1 million. This will cost the state $4.2 million in revenue forgone 
in the context of a payroll tax collection of some $3.2 billion. It will remove seven per cent of payroll 
tax—paying businesses from the payroll taxation system and will amount to some 0.13 per cent of total 
payroll tax revenue collected by the state. 

He went on further to say — 
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I am not comfortable with Western Australia’s reputation of being the highest payroll-taxing jurisdiction in 
Australia. Members have pointed out that some other jurisdictions have a higher rate of payroll taxation, but 
we must look at the relevant policies that exist in those jurisdictions, because there are varying exemption 
thresholds. I think it was mentioned during debate that the Australian Capital Territory has a payroll taxation 
rate of 6.5 per cent, but it has an exemption threshold of $2 million—the highest in the nation. 

I go back to what Hon Dr Steve Thomas said yesterday — 

The left wing likes to tax higher and spend the money on things that make it look good. 

I think the terminology that he used was “socialist ideologues”. When the amendment moved by Hon Martin Aldridge 
was voted on in this chamber, it was supported by the socialist ideologues in the Liberal Party. His own team 
supported an increase in that tax. I am a bit perplexed about that. I note that Hon Dr Steve Thomas was not present 
when that vote was held. He must have been away on urgent parliamentary business. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I am repeatedly away on urgent parliamentary business! 

Hon Sue Ellery: We did notice! 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: A division was called on the third reading of that bill, and I note that again the bill 
was supported by the socialist ideologues of the Liberal Party. 

Hon Peter Collier: We did not oppose it. There is a difference. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: The ayes were counted, and they did not include the vote of Hon Dr Steve Thomas. 

The notion that the National Party in any way supports an increase in payroll tax is false. We certainly do not 
support that. We took to the last state election a policy to lift the payroll tax threshold to exempt a number of 
businesses from paying payroll tax. The National Party was one of the only parties to have such a strong policy on 
that issue and we stand behind that very proudly. 

I will come back to the bill that we are talking about today. This bill will tighten the payroll tax exemption for 
wages paid to trainees and limit the exemption to new employees and trainees earning up to $100 000 per annum. 
I take issue with the comment made by the Minister for Finance about rorting. I do not agree that businesses are 
in any way rorting the system. The simple fact is that businesses have the ability to claim an exemption from 
payroll tax by employing trainees. That is not rorting. That is the way the law is worded. That is why we are 
discussing tightening this legislation to make the administration of that exemption tighter than it is currently. The 
fact is that there are large businesses that claim a large exemption from payroll tax for training a large number of 
staff. That is not illegal. It is not wrong. However, is it right? Is it acceptable? Are these staff being trained in 
a skill set that is appropriate for the future of the state, or are they being trained in order that the employer can 
claim an exemption from the payment of payroll tax? 

Another issue is whether the sky will fall in on training as a result of this legislation, as the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry of Western Australia and others have said. I do not think it will. The government has a limited ability 
to fund the current heavily subsidised training places in this state. That is particularly the case now that the federal 
government has reduced its funding capacity. There needs to be some understanding that if the government is 
allowing a tax exemption for trainees, it is forgoing its ability to fund more training places. It is already difficult 
for the government to fund its policies and programs. It has been argued that the introduction of this bill will mean 
that businesses cannot get access to subsidised training. That is a falsehood. Businesses will still be able to access 
subsidised training. Training in this state is already heavily subsidised. This legislation is about removing an 
exemption. It is not about access to training. I agree with the comment made in the other place by my colleague 
Terry Redman, a former Minister for Training, who said, to quote from Hansard — 

… some of the public rhetoric around this issue is that businesses will no longer be able to get subsidised 
training. That is not the case. Training will still be heavily subsidised. 

He said also — 

There are eligibility arrangements for anyone who wants to access it. Whether it is big business, small 
business, private or public business, they can access training, provided it meets certain needs. 

Training will still be available. However, the exemption will not be available as widely as it has been up to this time. 

I turn now to industry feedback. The Leader the House and Minister for Education and Training identified not long 
ago that a priority list of occupations is being developed. We need to be ahead of the game in developing strategies 
to ensure that we provide the most appropriate training to meet the required skill set down the track. Training is 
incredibly important for all businesses. I do not know of any business that would suggest it does not need to have 
had an adequately trained workforce. 
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The Minister for Finance has said that this bill is not an effort to create a budget repair savings measure. Certainly 
the undertaking that has been given to the National Party is that the savings made by limiting this exemption will 
go into the creation of new training places. We are talking about 9 500 or 9 600 training places for each year of 
the forward estimates. If more training places are available, more people will be able to access that training. The 
next stage of these reforms is also important, and that is to ensure that there is equitable access to training. We 
have been given a strong undertaking that extensive consultation will take place before any mechanism to provide 
businesses with access to training, whether that be a grant system or some other system, is implemented. 

We have said repeatedly in the other place and we will say it here again: we will not commit to supporting the 
second phase of this legislation until we have seen the detail and are satisfied that the consultation has occurred. 
Businesses still have an incentive to ensure that their employees are well trained. Training is not about a tax 
exemption; training is about ensuring that one’s workforce has the skill set needed for the business to succeed. If 
training is based on exemptions for taxation, I would argue that it is probably the wrong way to approach it. 
Training should be looked at as a benefit for a business. Too often we hear the argument, “Training costs my 
business.” I disagree with that. Having appropriately trained staff makes money for a business and improves 
a business. It is not a cost to a business. It is an essential expenditure. As I said, around 9 600 training places will 
be preserved in 2018, which, under the current system, costs taxpayers tens of millions of dollars every year. 
Although no laws are being broken, we still need to tighten this exemption. We need to remember that there are 
plenty of small businesses out there that do not have exemptions for training, but with the tightening of this 
legislation and an undertaking to improve access for other businesses to training through the second tranche of this 
legislation, we will then see a more equitable system because more businesses outside the payroll tax threshold 
will have the ability to provide subsidised training to their employees as well. We have to remember that there are 
a number of scales of business. It is not just about the big end of town; it is about small business as well, many of 
which do not pay payroll tax but would love to have access to subsidised training. 
I reiterate that just because we are supporting this phase, we are not committing to supporting phase 2. In the past, 
we have proposed to deliver payroll tax relief for small businesses as well as incentives for other businesses that fall 
below that threshold. When my colleague Terry Redman was the training minister, he talked about the 
implementation of the early reforms to tighten things up, because it was identified back then that there was a problem 
with perhaps the system being gamed. I think that it was around that time that the cap of 100 per quarter came in. The 
effort in this area has been ongoing. Admittedly, this is a stronger and necessary effort to make sure that we tighten 
that up. In terms of our policy, as I said before, we had a policy to lift the threshold from $50 000 to $5 million for 
a period of two financial years. I would argue that changing payroll tax would be everyone’s desire in this chamber. 
If fiscal constraints that are currently applied were a little easier to manage, then that may be a policy that could be 
looked at. Of course, if we did that, all those business would not have access to payroll tax exemptions to pay for 
trainees. Would they rather pay the payroll tax and not train their employees? I do not think so. I think they would 
rather accept that they did not have to pay payroll tax and they would still be paying their trainees, because training 
is important for the survivability and future of their businesses. Of course, the other issue that Western Australia faces 
and the reason we cannot completely remove payroll tax is the fact that the GST share to this state is so abhorrent. It 
is a disgrace, and everyone will agree on that. There is no commitment from anyone to do anything about it other 
than some ad hoc little top-up payments that are supposed to keep us quiet and happy for five minutes. The issue is 
that with the lost revenue through the antiquated, broken GST system, the ability for the state government to then 
make changes to its own antiquated taxation system is very limited. That in itself presents a great challenge when the 
government has to deliver on things like subsidised training, amongst many others. How can that be done in the 
context of difficult revenue circumstances? These are very complex issue for the government. 
I will conclude my remarks and say that we have to take the government at face value on its commitment to return 
the savings from this measure to provide more training places. We have been assured that that is the case. We have 
also been assured that in phase 2 the consultation will be extensive and that the system implemented under that 
will be wide enough to capture many businesses other than just the businesses that currently pay payroll tax and 
claim the exemption. We have to accept that. We also accept that given the difficult circumstances government 
faces in revenue, and particularly the difficult circumstances faced because of the federal contribution to training 
under the national partnership agreement ceasing, there is not much choice. If we want to see training continue 
and new places continue to be made available, a measure like this is necessary. In conclusion, I will say again that 
we will be supporting this legislation. It has been a difficult and lengthy discussion in our party room, but in the 
end we feel comfortable that there will be no negative consequences as a result of this for the majority of businesses 
in regional Western Australia. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [6.18 pm]: I also rise to make some comments in support of this 
legislation. As my colleague Hon Diane Evers has already indicated, the Greens will be supporting this legislation 
and there are a number of reasons for wanting to do that. The first thing I have to say is that it is disappointing that 
the federal government has decided not to meet what I believe are its obligations to the training sector. I wonder 
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whether we would even be here discussing this legislation if we were not looking at the sorts of cuts that have 
come courtesy of the federal government.  
It seems that there is consensus within this chamber on some fundamental principles. Firstly, there is clearly an 
agreement amongst all parties about the need for ongoing training, recognising the many reasons we need to ensure 
training is ongoing throughout people’s careers, not the least of which is the impact of industry disruption and 
changes that occur within industries themselves. We want to ensure that employees have the opportunity to 
undertake career changes and progressions. We also want to encourage promotion opportunities for employees 
within organisations. It is critical for employees, employers and, I would suggest, the community more broadly, 
that we ensure that people keep their skills and their knowledge of industries current. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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