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BUSINESS TAX REVIEW (ASSESSMENT) BILL 2003  
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 4 put and passed.  
Clause 5:  Section 41 repealed -   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This clause repeals the land tax exemption for newly subdivided land.  As I said in the 
second reading debate, that concession was put into place in 1996 to try to encourage land developers to put 
subdivided and developed land onto the market rather than hold it in an undeveloped form.  The obvious 
motivation was to ensure that no land shortages occurred, whether they were generalised or localised, and that 
spikes in land prices did not adversely impact on consumers, particular first home owners.  I would be interested 
to hear the Treasurer comment on what the Urban Development Institute of Australia and the land developers 
thought of the removal of this clause.  I have been surprised that they seem to have accepted it without a great 
deal of protest, which is not their usual conduct.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is fair to say that the land developers would have preferred the concession to be retained.  
From the Government’s point of view, the concession has cost 15 times the amount of money it was expected to 
cost when it was introduced to boost buffer stocks of residential land, which has not happened.  It was introduced 
also to smooth out seasonal fluctuations in the production of lots.  The low point in the production of lots prior to 
the concession was in the June quarter.  That has changed as a result of the concession, but there is still a 
seasonal variation, and the decline in the number of lots has shifted to the September quarter.  We still do not 
have an improvement in the number of buffer stocks, and we still have a seasonal variation in the production of 
lots, albeit on a different timing to the timing that existed prior to the abolition of the concession.    

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 6 to 11 put and passed.   
Clause 12:  Section 8 amended -  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This clause raises the threshold level from $675 000 to $750 000 and exempts, therefore, 
some 392 taxpayers.  I am not sure whether this was one of the matters the Treasurer has raised, but I did inquire 
about the cost of that measure.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The cost of exempting 392 small employers from payroll tax as a result of the increase in the 
threshold is $900 000.  The increase in the threshold has other effects on payroll tax payments that are not 
counted in that $900 000. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes.  It is $900 000, plus the small business sector.  That is what I was asking.  Does the 
Treasurer have available now the figures for how that $750 000 threshold compares with the current thresholds 
in other States?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The exemption thresholds are as follows: New South Wales $600 000; Victoria $550 000; 
Queensland $850 000; South Australia $504 000; Tasmania $1 01 million; the Northern Territory $600 000; and 
the Australian Capital Territory $1.25 million. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to the Treasurer’s document headed “PAYROLL TAX - SINGLE MARGINAL 
RATE.”  I take the Treasurer back to the second reading debate, in which he said that six out of 10 businesses in 
Western Australia will benefit from these changes.  I refer to the percentages for total winners, total freed and 
total losers.  When I add up those percentages, I get 105 per cent, so I imagine that the total freed are actually in 
the total winners column and the Treasurer’s claim about six out of 10 is actually a lot closer to five out of 10.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The information in the document could have been better expressed.  It is unusual to get a set 
of percentages that add up to 105 rather than 100.  Essentially, five per cent of payroll taxpayers will be freed of 
payroll tax.  Of the remainder, 53 per cent will pay less payroll tax and 47 per cent will pay more.  I think that is 
consistent with my statement that almost six out of 10 current payroll taxpayers will win from the new system.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 13 put and passed.   

Clause 14:  Section 10 amended -  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Clause 14 imposes a single rate of payroll tax at the top rate of six per cent.  I would 
appreciate it if I could be given an update on what are the current top rates in other States.  I fear that the figures 
I used are dated.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  The rates are: New South Wales, six per cent; Victoria, 5.25 per cent; Queensland, 4.75 per 
cent, South Australia, 5.67 per cent; Tasmania, 6.24 per cent; Northern Territory, 6.3 per cent; and Australian 
Capital Territory, 6.85 per cent.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I note that this Government will apply a single rate of payroll tax.  There is an argument for 
that.  However, the Government will apply the top rate, which the Government increased in its first budget.  I 
think the record will show that in every year of its eight years in government, the coalition either increased the 
tax-free threshold or reduced the rate of payroll tax.  This Government has increased payroll tax very 
significantly.  The policy difference on payroll tax between the Liberal-National Party coalition and the Labor 
Party is very stark.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 15 to 27 put and passed.   
Clause 28:  The Glossary amended -  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is another example of an extension of the payroll tax base.  In this case it is to include 
termination payments.  I accept that other jurisdictions include termination payments in the payroll tax base.  I 
acknowledge that it will raise additional revenue.  I think that figure has already been given.  One of the 
arguments the Government is using to justify this is that it will reduce the scope for tax avoidance; that is, the 
deliberate shifting of wages and salaries payments into a termination payment.  Has the Office of State Revenue 
done any clear research into that; and, if so, did it discover any evidence of Western Australian businesses 
deliberately contriving to avoid payroll tax by shifting wages and salaries payments into termination payments?  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Department of Treasury and Finance modelled ways to have a single marginal payroll tax 
rate without too much revenue movement one way or the other and without too much disadvantage to taxpayers.  
The outcome of the modelling was that the best way to move to a simpler payroll tax system was to raise the 
threshold and to introduce eligible termination payments into the payroll tax base.  No research has been done of 
which I am aware on people using eligible termination payments as a tax avoidance measure.  This Bill closes a 
potential loophole.  I have no advice on whether people have been using that loophole, but they certainly will not 
be able to use it in the future. 
Clause put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
 


