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GOODS AND SERVICES TAX — DISTRIBUTION 
Motion 

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [2.04 pm]: I move — 

That the Council — 

(a) notes the fundamental inequality in the current method of GST distribution between the states 
which sees Western Australia receive less than half of what it would receive on a per capita 
basis; 

(b) supports the introduction of a set per capita basis of distributing GST revenue amongst the 
states; and 

(c) calls for the balance of GST revenue beyond the set per capita distribution to be distributed in 
an agreed and target-based manner, creating a competitive environment which would drive 
productivity reforms and drive future growth across the Federation. 

This is not the first time I have risen in this place to speak about the inequality of goods and services tax revenue 
distribution among the states of the Australian Federation and the problems that such inequality is causing our 
great state of Western Australia as we as a government and society look to achieve the aims and aspirations of a 
growing population while being fiscally prudent and responsible. I continue to raise this issue because I believe 
it is one of the most fundamental issues that goes to the heart of what this state will look like in the next five to 
10 years and beyond. This is not only an academic exercise; indeed, it is impacting on the lives of every single 
Western Australian. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You should have thought about that before signing up to it! 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I will get to the interjection about signing up to an agreement 14 years or 
15 years ago in good time, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. If government, society and the nation set things in stone for all 
time, all sorts of anomalies would arise—and this is just one of those examples. We will get there. 

Hon Ken Travers: It was a dud then! 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I welcome a contribution from Hon Ken Travers that describes what we can do 
about this inequality rather than one that involves his carping, whingeing and moaning about what might have 
happened a long time ago. I welcome a contribution from Hon Ken Travers that outlines a solution rather than 
one in which he whinges, moans, complains about the past and tries to lay blame. We should try to fix what is 
broken because it is costing the people of this state each and every day. I welcome any contribution from the 
opposition side about a solution, because all I hear right now is whingeing and moaning. Let me make my 
contribution and then I will sit and listen to Hon Ken Travers’ contribution about how to fix things. It will 
probably be the first time since becoming a member of this place that I will hear a contribution from 
Hon Ken Travers about how to fix things that are broken, because he continually whinges, moans and complains. 
Let me have my say because it is my time! 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Now, now, now! 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: This is such an important — 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I get heated up, Mr President. 
The PRESIDENT: I know you do! 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Take a cold shower! 
The PRESIDENT: Order! It is not appropriate for members to sit in their chairs and shout when it is not their 
turn to speak. I have often said that I do not want sterile debates in this place; indeed, a bit of passion 
occasionally is good. But members still have to follow the rules, and that means that the member on his or her 
feet has the floor and other members cannot make a speech by way of an interjection. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I am heated up about this issue because, as I said, it is fundamental to the 
future of our state and its people. I am here to offer and discuss solutions. I do not think that I have a magic 
formula to solve everything. But unless we put our cards on the table and come up with new ideas, we will 
continue to run around in ever-decreasing circles as our share of GST—our fair share—diminishes in rapid time 
to almost zero. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 19 February 2014] 

 p216d-233a 
Hon Peter Katsambanis; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Darren West 

 [2] 

The first part of my motion calls for noting the fundamental inequality. The figures are stark. This financial year, 
Western Australia will get less than half of our share of GST than we would if it was distributed on a per capita 
or population basis. We have about 10.9 per cent of the population of Australia and we get about 4.9 per cent in 
the distribution of the GST. It is probably a very fair argument to suggest that Western Australia’s contribution 
of GST to the entire national pie is greater than its 10.9 per cent population share given our higher average 
incomes and our state’s greater growth—more than some of the other states. However, even if we look at just a 
population share, we are currently getting less than half. On current projections over the forward estimates, over 
the next four years by 2016–17, that share will decline to less than 10 per cent of what we would have if we 
received GST on a population share. This means that 90 per cent of our fair share of GST is going to other states. 
In total, that is about $20 billion to $21 billion over a four-year period; an average of about $5 billion a year over 
the forward estimates period. There is no real pointer that that will get better. In fact, if we look at the projections 
in the state budget delivered last year and the graph of our share going down, it continues to go down and down. 
It will probably stop when it gets to zero or 0.1 per cent when it will be mathematically impossible to take any 
more from us. 

Why is that a problem? It is a massive problem because it means that our state has to find funds elsewhere that 
are being denied to it through this completely unbalanced distribution of GST revenue across our Federation. 
That means that every year we have to find, on average, about $5 billion a year more. We have to find that to 
balance our books; we have to find that to build infrastructure for our vast state, which takes up about one third 
of the Australian continent. We need infrastructure for our increasing population that is growing at a rate of 
80 000 people each year. I point out that, unless I am mistaken, there is not a city or town in Western Australia 
other than Perth that has a population of 80 000 people. As an example, Western Australia is growing at a faster 
rate each year than the entire geographic area of greater Bunbury. We have a rapidly growing population and an 
enormous need to provide infrastructure for that population—for roads, schools, hospitals and public transport. 
Then, we have to fund the recurrent expenditure. 

This government is doing its best. We have talked about it in here and we can continue to talk about it even 
though the opposition does not like to hear about it. It is a fact. We are building new schools; seven new schools 
opened at the start of this year. We are building new hospitals and they are coming onstream very, very shortly. 
We are extending the train line to Butler and we have hope that in the future, when funds become available, we 
will extend it even further. We have added additional lanes to freeways and we have built overpasses and we will 
continue to do so throughout this term and hopefully beyond. We are doing it, but can you imagine what else 
could be done if we had that average of $5 billion a year; that $21 billion over the next four years that we would 
be entitled to under a per capita distribution of GST? Apart from funding infrastructure and recurrent 
expenditure we could also look at paying down debt and cutting taxes. I will get to that in a moment. I could talk 
about cutting taxes for the entirety of the time that I have today; however, I will limit myself to my later 
contribution after I cover some other areas. 

There is a fundamental inequality in the way funds are distributed to this state under the GST formula. What is 
even more galling than how the funds are distributed between states is the GST distribution that is given to the 
territories. I will use the Northern Territory as an example. The Northern Territory has about one per cent of 
Australia’s population yet it will actually receive more in GST revenue distribution this year than Western 
Australia will. We have 10 times, nearly 11 times its population. That is in actual dollar terms. Why is that so 
galling? Because the last time I looked the Northern Territory was not a state. It is a commonwealth territory. It 
is the commonwealth’s responsibility to fund any revenue gaps in its own territories and not use what was a state 
tax—the GST—to balance fiscal equalisation issues in its territories. If you want to see a broken system, it is 
when a territory like the Northern Territory that is not even a state is given other states’ money rather than being 
given funds from the commonwealth. I do not really care about the political makeup of the commonwealth 
government at the time; I think that all governments should look at that and address it. As I have said before, if 
the other states and the commonwealth continue to treat Western Australia as a cash cow eventually the compact 
that our Federation was based on over 100 years ago—incidentally fraying at the moment—will eventually 
break. Unless one falls into the camp of people who want our Federation to break then this needs to be addressed 
and the sooner the better. I hope I do not get debate about the fact that it is iniquitous to see GST distributed in 
such a way that Western Australia misses out on $20 billion over the next four years—an amount that we should 
be getting if GST was distributed on a per capital basis. 

I now move to the second part of my motion. This calls for the support of a set per capita basis of distributing 
GST revenue amongst the states. That is a logical and sensible position. If the states are aware that they will get a 
set percentage of GST distributed to them on a population basis, they can budget for the future with certainty. 
This is not a radical or new proposition. This is a proposition that was submitted to the recent review of the GST 
distribution conducted by two former state premiers—Nick Greiner of New South Wales and John Brumby from 
Victoria. The four largest states by population—Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland and importantly 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 19 February 2014] 

 p216d-233a 
Hon Peter Katsambanis; Hon Ken Travers; Deputy President; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Darren West 

 [3] 

Western Australia—all submitted to this review that as a starting point there should be a set percentage. A 
number of set percentage figures have been thrown around—70 per cent, 75 per cent and 80 per cent. I think the 
percentage figure is important because the higher it is the more certainty is created for the states and the more 
fairness in distribution, but I think the principle of setting a percentage that states cannot fall below is even more 
important than the actual percentage struck itself because that principle would enshrine the fact that if this is 
truly a state’s tax then it will be distributed to states in a far more equitable fashion than it is today. 

As I have pointed out before, any percentage above 10 per cent from 2016–17 onwards will be more than we are 
likely to see in that financial year and beyond here in WA. For us, it is not only important, it is fundamental. It is 
axiomatic to the sort of state that we can build into the future, because $20 billion over four years is not an 
insignificant amount; $5 billion a year is certainly not an insignificant amount. Looking at the gap in 2016–17, it 
is projected to be over $6 billion a year from what we would have received on a population basis. The principle 
of a set percentage, which the four largest states put to the Greiner–Brumby review, was noted with some 
sympathy in the review report. Unfortunately, the report did not make many fundamental recommendations 
beyond the projected 2015 methodology review that the Commonwealth Grants Commission had proposed. I 
will get to the Commonwealth Grants Commission in a moment. The report did not make many major 
recommendations and it really did not make a comment either way on whether they thought it was a good idea or 
not. Irrespective of what the review found, I think it is a good idea, certainly, Victoria, New South Wales, 
Queensland and Western Australia think it is a good idea. It is an important foundation stone for any future fairer 
redistribution of GST revenue amongst the states. 

In early December, the incoming federal government, in particular the Treasurer, Hon Joe Hockey, made a 
significant decision—not so much in dollar terms, although around half a billion a year is not insignificant—that 
was an important signpost that the incoming federal government may be amenable to changing the current 
system. The decision was to continue to treat Western Australia’s royalties on iron ore fines at the same 
concessional rate as they had been treated up until now by the Commonwealth Grants Commission. That is 
really a stay of execution for two years, until the 2015 methodology review is conducted. I have to say on my 
behalf and hopefully on behalf of the people Western Australia, we should put on record our thanks to the 
federal Treasurer for making that decision, because it is, as both a conceptual decision and for its financial 
impact to the bottom line of our state budget, a very welcome decision. My suggestion of a per capita basis for 
the distribution of GST revenue means that the Commonwealth Grants Commission’s role in distributing GST 
revenue would be abolished. Over its history, since its inception in the early years of Federation, the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission has, overall, worked with the best of intentions. It has attempted to balance 
up mainly vertical fiscal imbalance, which is the imbalance between the commonwealth’s ability to collect 
revenue and the states’ ability to collect revenue.  By addressing that the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
has done a good job. Of course, over the hundred-odd years of Federation, the states’ collective ability to raise 
revenue has reduced and the taxes that states can levy have been confined to a narrow band, and the 
commonwealth’s ability to raise revenue has expanded continually, particularly through uniform income taxes 
and more recent decisions in relation to the levying of excises and the like that has concentrated revenue-raising 
power with the commonwealth government at the expense of the states. Where there is that imbalance between 
revenue-collection powers federally and the states’ collective need to deliver services to their respective 
populations, as I said, the Commonwealth Grants Commission has done a good job, but moving from that 
vertical fiscal imbalance to try to address horizontal fiscal imbalances between states, which is the disparity 
amongst the states in their own respective abilities to collect various taxes and charges, is where I think the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission has not served us as well as it could have. In particular, exhibits A, B and C 
are the state of Western Australia and its missing GST revenue, which has gone to other states. So, yes, pre-
emptively, am I suggesting that a new formula should cut out the Commonwealth Grants Commission in the 
distribution of GST revenue? Yes, I believe that it should. I believe that the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
should focus on its main role to address what I believe is its original purpose; that is, the vertical fiscal 
imbalances between the commonwealth on one hand and the states collectively on the other. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Hon Ken Travers, I welcome your contribution to solving this dilemma for 
Western Australia if you do not believe that my suggestions are the right ones. But, fundamentally, let us come 
up with a formula that cuts out the grants commission. 

The third limb of this motion is that once we have established a floor and put in a set percentage to be distributed 
on a per capita basis, it will be a set and forget—we can live with that. I think that the third limb is the one that 
will drive the biggest gains for not only this state but also every state in the Federation and for Australia. I am 
calling for the commonwealth and states to sit down with the extra 20 per cent, 25 per cent or 30 per cent—
whatever the percentage is once we settle the per capita distribution—and work out how the balance of funds 
will be distributed. Since I first raised these matters I have received a lot of positive feedback about these ideas. 
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My suggestion is that we re-enliven economic reform at the state level. I have spoken before about how, in the 
1990s and the first five years of the 2000s, as a nation we were able to drive national competition reforms that in 
the main were extremely beneficial. These reforms were made through incentive payments to the states. Some of 
those incentive payments were competitive; we can do that with GST revenue payments. It does not have to be 
competitive at all, it can be done in an agreed manner, bilaterally by each state with the commonwealth, but on 
the basis that the funds the states receive will be to assist them to implement broad-ranging economic reforms 
that will drive growth, employment and future prosperity for each state and, as a result, for the nation. Yes, it 
may lead to the reinvigoration of a term that has practically fallen from usage in the last 20 years or 30 years; 
that notion of competitive federalism, meaning that the states compete to attract new investment, new job 
opportunities and provide prosperity for their states and the people of their states by lowering taxes and 
removing regulations that are an impediment to growth and business investment, and by encouraging an 
entrepreneurial culture that will invest to grow each individual state. 

During the break I was lucky enough to deliver a speech to the federal Young Liberal Movement of Australia 
convention that was held in Fremantle. On Australia Day I outlined how this sort of new competitive process can 
be used to reduce and ultimately abolish one of those taxes I think is an insidious tax on jobs; that is, payroll tax. 
That is just one example and one idea I have used. States, governments, Treasurers and Parliaments can decide 
for themselves which of the taxes and regulations they believe are the greatest inhibitors, and can seek assistance 
to get rid of those prohibitors. I truly believe that payroll tax is one of those prohibitors to further growth and 
investment because it is a tax on jobs. It is a direct tax on employment and it cuts in just at a time when a small 
business is starting to grow. At a time when small business requires extra capital funding and probably requires 
extra borrowings to fund that capital, it requires further investment to grow, and of course it requires more labour 
to continue to grow. Just at the time when business owners have to find that extra capital, find those extra funds, 
remortgage the family home in many cases in small businesses that Western Australians would be aware of, and 
just around the time they have probably also started to pay company tax and are continuing to meet their PAYE 
obligations as a good employer, their superannuation obligations and their worker’s compensation obligations, 
they are hit with the payroll tax because their payroll has gone above the threshold, which is currently $750 000. 
Again, it should be noted that this government is working hard to increase that threshold and it should be 
congratulated for that. But the faster we can both increase the threshold and decrease the rate until the eventual 
abolition of payroll tax, the better. That will allow those businesses suffering under the yoke of payroll tax today 
to alleviate that cost and to not have to think about what taxation implications the employment of one or more 
new staff members will have. Think about that for a moment. When people are thinking about growing their 
business, when they are thinking about hiring new staff, when they are thinking about creating new job 
opportunities for people, they have to think about the tax implications—the payroll tax implication. That should 
ring alarm bells, and we should be working as a society to eliminate that. 

I said in the speech I mentioned earlier—people can go off and read it in their own time if they want to, if they 
require some bedtime reading or the like—that this has been done before. Again, this is not new. This is not 
reinventing the wheel; it is just focusing on things that have worked in the past and implementing them to 
modern requirements. In the 1970s, the Queensland government at the time decided to start driving down 
probate duties. A large incentive for it was to encourage relatively well-off retirees, or even modestly well-off 
retirees, to sell up in places like Victoria and New South Wales, move to Queensland and buy the apartments that 
were being built on the Gold Coast, safe in the knowledge that they could pass on their investment after their 
death to their families, beneficiaries, children or charities, or whomever they wished to pass down their assets to, 
without the threat of probate duties—without that dead hand of the taxman reaching into their grave and 
grabbing taxes. The Queensland government started that process within about three years or four years. In 1976 
there was a new federal government—the Fraser federal government—and it got all the states together and they 
agreed on a process whereby within a few years all the states eliminated their probate duties, and the federal 
government, for its part, eliminated its death duties that were levied on top of probate duties. It was a win–win, 
and an example of how competitive federalism can actually drive down taxation. It is a ready example, not pie in 
the sky; it has already happened. Roll the clock forward 40 years and we do not have probate duties or death 
duties. Some political parties, such as the Greens, have occasionally dallied with a policy about that—thank 
goodness they have not reached the government benches to be able to implement it. I hope they have also seen 
the wisdom of their ways. I have not checked their policies recently, but I hope the Greens both federally and at a 
state level have not continued to resurrect the spectre of these taxes on inheritance and intergenerational transfer. 

But we have not done anything meaningful about payroll tax. The first incarnation of the goods and services tax 
was raised by the former federal Treasurer, later to become Prime Minister for a while, Hon Paul Keating. He 
was the first politician who raised it in any meaningful way. It did not get anywhere; he thought it was a panacea. 
The second person to come along was the former federal opposition leader, Dr John Hewson, and in his version 
payroll tax would have been abolished. 
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Hon Nick Goiran: That would have been good. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: It would have been wonderful, Hon Nick Goiran, if that had happened. 

Unfortunately, in 1993 the initial proponent of the goods and services tax, Hon Paul Keating, decided he would 
oppose it because someone else was raising it. He won the day, and that proposal failed. When we got to the late 
1990s the incarnation of the goods and services tax that became law abolished a whole raft of other federal and 
state taxes but did not abolish payroll tax. Interestingly, when we look at the forward estimates in Western 
Australia, as I said our share of GST revenue that we are missing out on over the forward estimates is close to 
$20 billion now that Hon Joe Hockey has made that favourable decision for the next two years on the treatment 
of iron ore fines. Over the next four years, what is our projected payroll tax collect? It is $17 billion. I think there 
is a neat corollary there between payroll tax and our declining share of GST revenue. I do not suggest for one 
moment that if we got our fair share of GST we would immediately abolish payroll tax—that would be nirvana. I 
know it would be nirvana and utopia for a lot of small business people I speak to every day who are out there 
running their businesses and trying to create employment opportunities. It would be a gradual process, but if we 
set the process in train, if we set a timetable possibly over four, five or six years, that could lead to the eventual 
abolition, and that would be a great thing. 

What is in it for the other states? I think that is an important question, because I do not think meaningful reform 
can be achieved across all the states of Australia and the commonwealth government by beating the other states 
with a stick. What is in it for the other states? They too will be given a strong incentive under this model to 
reform their economies and to look at where their rigidities are and where their disincentives for investment, 
growth and creation of job opportunities lie. They will be given a strong incentive to do that. The two states that 
are not pulling their weight as much as everybody else—South Australia and Tasmania—can look at what they 
have been doing over the past decade and not repeat mistakes. 

Interestingly, over the break, in January this year, the Institute of Public Affairs released its 2014 “Economic 
Freedom Index” in which it pointed out a direct correlation between lower state government taxes and less state 
government regulation and higher growth in the states of Australia. One of the tables it produced in appendix B 
shows the general government sector final consumption expenditures of each state from 2001 through to 2011 as 
a percentage of gross state product. In 2001, general government expenditure as a percentage of gross state 
product in Western Australia was just under 15 per cent. By 2011, that had been reduced to 11.16 per cent. 
Conversely, in that time, the size of South Australia’s government sector vis-a-vis its entire economy increased 
from 18.51 per cent in 2001 to 19.02 per cent in 2011. It did nothing to reduce the size of its government sector. 
It did nothing to grow its economy. As a result, the government sector as a percentage of its economy grew a bit. 
Tasmania’s government sector final consumption expenditures grew from 22.79 per cent in 2001 to 25.21 per 
cent in 2011. One quarter of that state’s economy is the government sector. In WA in 2011 it was around a 
tenth—11 per cent. The growth figures over that time show a direct inverse relationship. Our state has continued 
to grow year upon year at a faster rate than the rate at which the national economy has grown. South Australia 
and Tasmania in particular have lagged behind the growth rate of the rest of Australia. They have gone 
backwards in relative terms. In either 2011–12 or 2012–13, Tasmania’s economy shrank. That was not as a result 
of the global financial crisis. It was not 2007, 2008, 2009 or 2010. Well after the Australian economy got out of 
the worst problems of the GFC, Tasmania’s economy shrank. 

Funnily enough, both Tasmania and South Australia have elections coming up on 15 March. The polls are 
pointing to a change of government. As a member of the Liberal Party, I am heartened by the fact that the polls 
are showing victories for us. Anything can happen and things can change, but at the moment they are pointing to 
Liberal victories in both those states. I think more fundamental for reform is the fact that the polls are showing a 
strong mood for a change of government in each of those two states. The figures I have quoted and any figures 
we look at on the growth in those two states over the past decade or so show that whatever the governments of 
those states are doing is failing the people of those states. As always, a change of government, irrespective of 
political colour—just the fact that there is a change of government and a mood from the public that something 
different should be tried—can be a strong driver for economic reform. I do not have to say it; I think everyone is 
saying that those two states are lagging behind the rest of Australia and they are doing their people a disservice 
by shrinking their people’s prosperity. They are shrinking their job opportunities rather than growing the pie. 

Both those states have their challenges and problems, but they have massive advantages too. Tasmania has lower 
incomes than the rest of Australia. It should be attracting businesses that are labour-intensive. Quite clearly, 
Tasmania has an abundance of wonderful natural resources in both the extractive industries and the forestry 
industry. It also has agricultural production. It should look over the ditch, the Tasman Sea, to New Zealand and 
the economic success of a small nation such as that. It has a similar profile with a small population and not a 
massive land mass. It has a lot of greenery. It is not so warm; it does not have beaches. However, New Zealand 
has a massive experiential tourism industry. It sells its brand for its agricultural products and the like. Tasmania 
should look to New Zealand and see examples of similar places that have gone forward rather than backwards. 
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South Australia is the same. It has a well-trained workforce. It has some adjustment problems with 
manufacturing, but that can drive new opportunities. It certainly has significant advantages in extractive 
industries compared with other states of Australia. It has an emerging shale gas industry that could drive further 
growth. Neither of these states has the classic conundrum of not having opportunity available to them; they need 
to grasp the nettle. Rather than beat them with a stick, I think it is better to encourage them with a carrot. We 
should use the opportunity of the mood for change. The people of those states are asking for reform and, 
hopefully, they deliver that message to their respective governments on 15 March. Let us use that opportunity to 
drive reform. Part of that reform process is sitting down and recognising that the current distribution of GST 
revenue to beneficiaries is not helping anyone. It creates a hammock approach rather than an incentive to change 
things. Let us put a floor on GST funding on a per capita basis and use the balance of funds to drive economic 
reforms. 

Where is the commonwealth in all this? Firstly, the commonwealth’s role is to get people to sit at the table. 
Secondly, the commonwealth’s role is to put its money where its mouth is. In that period of structural reform, 
during which the states will be encouraged to undertake economic reforms to get better and to grow the pie, any 
fiscal imbalances created by the GST floor should be balanced up from commonwealth revenue, rather than 
other states continuing to milk Western Australia, which is unfair and unreasonable. 

I could talk for hours and hours, but I respect the time limit set for me today. In closing, the system of GST 
distribution is broken. It is pointless to play the blame game and hark back to the set of circumstances 15 years 
ago that did not factor in the massive boom in exploration, mining and oil and gas that Western Australia has 
seen over the past eight or so years. It did not factor in that some states would sit on their hands rather than 
capitalise in the same way that Western Australia has. To hark back to that blame game is pointless; it will not 
get us anywhere. It will not get us back that $20 billion. It will not build the infrastructure we need. It will not 
fund the recurrent expenditure for our growing population—hospitals, schools, police, law and order and the 
like. It certainly will not drive the economic reforms we need to continue to create jobs and opportunities in this 
state so that people continue to want to come here and experience the prosperity and the great lifestyle that we 
have here in WA. 

It will also not fix the problems in the other states of the commonwealth. It is only by sitting down at the table 
and putting a floor on the GST so that WA gets its fair share and does not feel it is getting exploited by the other 
states that we can start the process. The second limb of the process is to sit down and have a mature discussion, 
involving all the states in the commonwealth, to drive an even more prosperous future for not just WA and the 
families and people living in this great state, but the whole of our commonwealth. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.51 pm]: I thought government members might have 
responded to the member’s speech, but clearly they do not feel they need to. 

Hon Helen Morton: We are waiting for you. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Normally it is customary for the government to respond to a private member’s speech, 
but that is fine.  

I do not think there is a person in Western Australia who would not wish and hope that we would get a better 
deal out of the goods and services tax. I do not think there is a person in Western Australia who does not feel that 
to assist the — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am supporting Hon Peter Katsambanis’s motion. I do not think there is a person in 
Western Australia who would argue that the state of Western Australia is not hamstrung by the way in which the 
finances of the GST revenue are distributed. Hon Peter Katsambanis, in a lively exchange earlier this afternoon, 
said he wanted to hear solutions. He wanted us to put forward not complaints and whining, but solutions. All we 
actually got from him was complaints and whining for the 40-odd minutes of his contribution. We can put 
forward a proposal that says — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You weren’t listening. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was listening very carefully.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I was listening. Hon Peter Katsambanis should not worry because I will go through 
his speech; I was listening very carefully. It is one thing to say 80 per cent, and I do not disagree with that. I 
think WA should get 80 per cent. I think the current Premier used to say 75 per cent and Mark McGowan has 
called for a 90 per cent floor for the GST revenue. We can, again, have many discussions about how the rest the 
money is distributed. The key issue is that we have to be realistic and we have to have a pathway. The real 
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solution to the problem we face today is not what the final solution is, but the pathway to a solution to give us a 
better deal. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: I just offered one. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, Hon Peter Katsambanis did not provide a single example of how we would achieve 
what he is proposing as the solution; he did not outline a pathway. Let me go through my argument and I will 
explain how we get to the pathway. The starting point in this debate is the fact that for WA to get a better deal 
means someone else has to miss out. I accept the argument being put forward by Hon Peter Katsambanis, which 
is that if there are also some reforms with the remainder of those payments to drive productivity — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: I also said that the commonwealth should make up the difference. Don’t leave that bit 
out, because without it the argument is incomplete. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is fine, the difference can be made up and the components had—all of those 
things — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: If you want to paraphrase me, get it accurate. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If Hon Peter Katsambanis let me finish my sentences, I would be able to explain my 
point. The issue here is that there needs to be a pathway to a solution. Even if we asked the commonwealth to 
make up the difference, it means that it will either need to tax us higher in another way or take that money away 
from some other program it is doing. We have just had a federal election and in the four years leading up to it we 
had the Western Australian Liberal Party, at a state and federal level, railing against the way in which WA was 
treated in the commonwealth distribution of the GST revenue. The Abbott government was elected, yet nothing 
has changed; the same things are going on today. In fact, we had a great day when Tony Abbott arrived in Perth 
and said he would make sure that he got a better deal for Western Australia. He then flew over to Tasmania the 
next day and said he would make sure that Tasmania did not miss out or lose anything. That is the reality and so 
we have to accept that the issue is not about Liberal or Labor; the federal Liberal Party and the federal Labor 
Party will be driven by the issues on the east coast that are primary to them winning government. We can sit here 
and dream about a better world, but we have to be able to put forward a pathway of how we get to that better 
world and that assists people to realise that they will actually gain. My argument is that that pathway should put 
forward propositions and proposals that very clearly do not require anyone else to lose. We need to show there is 
a pathway by which we can grow the pie, have a bigger pie to share, and that Western Australia can be the leader 
of that growing of the pie. We will then have a bigger pie to share around, but in return for us doing that, we 
want a bigger chunk of the additional revenue created out of that bigger pie. That is a realistic pathway.  

We need to have a sensible debate, not just in this country, but in this state, about how we change the structure of 
what we are faced with today. Sitting here and carrying on about how evil and bad things are will not change the 
views of people in the eastern states. In the eastern states people see Western Australia as a rich state. Joe 
Hockey turned up and asked why the Perth–Bunbury highway is not a toll road, because he is used to driving 
around Sydney on toll roads. We can see that the current federal Treasurer already has in his mindset that we are 
a wealthy state that can build a road such as that without it being a tollway. I am very proud of the fact we did it 
without making it a tollway; I am glad we have that road, but we will not convince the people we need to 
convince to get the realistic change on these matters by sitting around and whipping ourselves up into a brilliant 
lather about how bad things are. To convince the people who will have to work with us to get the changes we 
need, we have to change some of their perceptions and make them realise we could do a lot better for not just 
WA, but the nation, if we were given greater funding, particularly in my view, around infrastructure. In return 
for that, if we do the heavy lifting, we get a bigger share of the pie that we create through that process. I do not 
have a problem, as part of that, with insisting that we have a productivity process for the other states to improve 
their game.  

We could sit here all afternoon debating how big a basket case Tasmania was before Jim Bacon took over. It was 
a complete basket case and he lifted it. When Mike Rann took over in South Australia, he actually got the 
economy moving. I accept that decisions around the motor vehicle industry are causing problems there and that 
that state will have to go through another transition, but that will not solve the problems we face today. 
Certainly, trying to present an argument that WA is poverty-stricken in terms of its state finances can never be 
won on the east coast of Australia; people will never buy it. They believe we are a wealthy state. Generally, we 
are a pretty good state, but I believe we can do better and we deserve to do better. We have to be realistic. We 
have to put forward that pathway to the future.  

Earlier in the debate, vertical fiscal imbalance and horizontal fiscal imbalance were mentioned, and I think we 
need to understand what they mean. Vertical fiscal imbalance is about us a as state—how we source our revenue 
and whether the revenue we spend is generated by us. 
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The advantage of reducing that vertical fiscal imbalance is that we would then be in control of our own destiny. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: It’s not just about our state. It can’t be an imbalance unless it’s reasonably something 
else. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is why I am explaining it to the member. He says that it is economics 100, but he 
does not get it. Vertical fiscal imbalance is about whether we as a state generate our own revenue source. It is 
about whether we generate the money we spend or whether we receive it from another source of government; 
and predominantly that other source of government is the commonwealth. GST is a big component of that, and 
other special purpose grants are given to the state from the commonwealth out of its other revenue sources. 

I will refer to one of the arguments in the original GST debate in this country. I completely agree with the Court 
government. It entered the debate on the GST and tax reform and said that one of its goals at that time was to 
reduce the vertical fiscal imbalance so as to increase the role of the state of Western Australia in directly 
controlling the amount of money raised by the state so that it would be closely linked to how it was spent. That 
was the Court government’s role. Members may recall that the original proposal put forward was to move 
towards states having their own component of income tax. Of course, those who study history know that income 
tax commenced before the Second World War. The proposal was that we would have that increased role that 
would allow us to have greater control over the way in which we raise the money that we need to spend. 

Interestingly, the end result of the decision on the GST was that Western Australia went backwards; we lost 
control. As a result of the deal on the GST there is now greater vertical fiscal imbalance. More of our money is 
now controlled by the Commonwealth Grants Commission process than ever before. We gave up a number of 
nuisance taxes, but they were taxes that we as a state were able to control. When we lost those taxes, we no 
longer had that capacity. One of the interesting things about the GST debate is that in reforming the tax system 
we had the ability to make small incremental changes. Eric Ripper got a slightly better deal for Western 
Australia with some small incremental changes back in the early 2000s. That was after he had run a very 
successful campaign and got New South Wales and Victoria into the cart with him. And in fairness to Hon 
Christian Porter, if we look at the long-term trend of these things, we can see a jump in our share of revenue 
back in 2003–04 and a small jump when Christian Porter was able to successfully negotiate some changes when 
he was Treasurer. Beyond that, we probably only ever get an opportunity for wholesale reform once in a 
generation, if not once in every two generations. One of the last opportunities for wholesale reform was the time 
when Western Australia lost the capacity to raise its own income tax, which was around the time of the war. The 
next time was during the GST debate when we went back further on managing the issues around vertical fiscal 
imbalance. 

The other part of the debate is about horizontal fiscal imbalance. Horizontal fiscal imbalance is about trying to 
equalise the opportunities for everybody in Australia at the same time as keeping pressure on the states to 
maximise their capacity to raise their own source revenue from areas where they have their own source. It cannot 
be argued that we have not been successful with horizontal fiscal imbalance issues when in fact the role is to 
equalise those opportunities as much as possible. 

There is one area in which we have been successful in the past. Hon Tom Stephens long argued about the need to 
change the way in which Western Australia was funded for the provision of services, particularly services to 
remote Indigenous communities, and that there was no real recognition of the cost of providing those services. 
Only the other day members of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations were talking 
with the Treasurer about changes to the cost structures to get better recognition of the way in which the GST is 
distributed, but those will only ever be small incremental changes. We need to constantly focus on getting those 
sorts of changes in place, but the whole point of horizontal fiscal equalisation is about equalisation. If members 
are arguing that they want rid of equalisation, they should go ahead. I do not think we will get any sympathy 
from the east coast, although we can argue that the equalisation is not set at the right point. That was one matter 
that concerned me about the comments made by the mover of this motion 

There is no doubt in my view that an opportunity exists for us to put forward arguments about our needs, about 
the cost structures of doing things in Western Australia, about how difficult it is to service a state the size of 
Western Australia and about the cost of the infrastructure that we need to put in place to grow the nation. A 
classic example of that is the Onslow area today. Over the next 10 years there will be massive growth in that 
area. The roads up there need to be upgraded and a range of other infrastructure in the town needs to be fixed, 
including the roads and accesses leading into it and all the rest of it. The reason those things need to be done is to 
support the Wheatstone development. The Wheatstone development will generate significant benefits to the rest 
of the country in the form of revenue to the commonwealth, and we should be insisting that the costs in that area 
be picked up and shared equitably and not just left to the state of Western Australia. 
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The member opposite said that he does not want to play the blame game. Of course he does not want to play the 
blame game because the blame goes straight back to his side. What a great argument! Because he knows who is 
going to be blamed, he does not want to play the blame game. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: No solutions; just excuses! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have been outlining solutions. Hon Peter Katsambanis suggested that back in 1999 we 
could not predict what was going to happen. I have regularly quoted from Hansard the various cabinet 
submissions that were put forward at the time. We know that at that time people in Western Australia and 
particularly people in New South Wales were calling for the GST to be distributed on a per capita basis, and that 
that call was openly rejected. I want to quote from an exchange that took place all that time ago between the then 
Premier, Mr Court, and Hon Eric Ripper. Of course we were being told at the time that this was going to be a 
major growth tax that would fix all the problems for Western Australia. In that debate back in 1999, in fact on 13 
October 1999 to be precise, Hon Eric Ripper pointed out that our access to the share of GST would be 
determined by the commonwealth and that it might change from time to time depending on whether the 
commonwealth thought that Victoria or New South Wales needed a bit more. Mr Court interjected, saying — 

Are you saying that the Commonwealth Grants Commission should change? 
Hon Eric Ripper responded — 

I am saying that the Treasurer has signed up to an arrangement which makes a very large portion of our 
revenue hostage to a commonwealth government authority’s determination. Its determination might not 
be helpful to this State. 

It is therefore not as if these things were not able to be predicted. What was happening was staring us in the face 
at that time. Hon Peter Katsambanis might not want to go down the blame game, but he must understand history 
to be able to work out the best way forward. He cannot sit there and deny the historical fact that the problems we 
now face were identified back then and yet people chose not to recognise those problems. 

One thing we need to do in this debate is to put the argument strongly for a realignment of the way in which 
finances across the nation are managed, but we have got to have clear goals about what that realignment is and 
how we will achieve it.  
We need a federal government that will try to assist us on that pathway. One of the ways in which a federal 
government can assist us is to help change the GST system, but let us be realistic, it will have its voter bases in 
Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania and South Australia and will be looking with one eye to 
those states. I understand that leading into the last election, the Western Australian Liberal Party controlled 
25 per cent of the federal Liberal Party caucus. If ever Western Australian Liberals were going to get a deal 
through the federal Liberal Party caucus about reforming these matters — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Do not use that word; it is offensive to them. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is the secret meeting room, then. 

Several government members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is the Liberal Party meeting room then. It is still a caucus—a gathering of people to 
make decisions, whether members like the name or not. Members of the Western Australian Liberal Party 
comprised 25 per cent of the people in that room and they still could not get a deal as part of the election 
commitments to improve the situation. That highlights how difficult it will be to get a change. When we get to 
the next change, we will need to make sure that we go to a system that gives greater control to Western Australia 
to determine its own revenue sources, so that if we work hard, we earn more money and we are rewarded for 
that; we keep it for ourselves. By the same token, in recognising that, if we want to keep the Federation but we 
become incredibly wealthy and the rest of the country is left well behind, in the same way that we are arguing 
now we are not getting our fair share, that will lead to disharmony in the Federation. There has to be a balancing 
act as we go forward. One of the things the federal government can do to assist is to grow the infrastructure 
spend because Western Australia is growing and is helping to grow the national pie at a faster rate than anywhere 
else. 

Members should acknowledge that under the previous federal Labor government, the infrastructure spend in 
Western Australia went up from $92 a person to $261 a person. That is the case. I am more than happy to say 
that I am very pleased that the current Treasurer, Joe Hockey, made the decision on the treatment of iron ore 
fines in terms of the GST. The arguments in that area have been going on and off for a number of years, and, 
thankfully, previous Treasurers made similar decisions; but the real challenge will be in the methodology review 
that will occur in a few years. The danger for Western Australia is that if we get too inward looking and beat 
ourselves into a frenzy about how badly we are treated, we will miss the main game on the east coast. They will 
say, “Look at them! They’ve got more money than they know what to do with and they are running around 
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pleading poverty; we all know they are wealthy.” The outcome of that methodology review will be that we will 
go even further backwards. We need to ensure that we maintain a rational debate. 

Earlier today Hon Peter Katsambanis talked about what a great job the current government is doing. One of the 
things we have to remember in Western Australia is that while the system is the system, we have to live within 
the revenue sources we have. We have to cap our expenditure at what is currently affordable. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis talked about the schools the government has built. He said seven had been built. Does 
that include high schools or is it just primary schools? 

Hon Peter Collier: It is seven in total this year! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister should go back and look at how many were built under Labor 
governments! I think Di Guise had that many built in her electorate under the previous Labor government over 
eight years; in fact, it was probably more than that. Historically, governments built six primary schools and a 
couple of high schools every couple of years. That is not a fantastic outcome; it is required. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis should not suggest that the Liberal–National government is any different from previous 
governments; in fact, there is probably an argument that construction has gone backwards. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis talked about hospitals. Let us understand one of the things that is often forgotten in 
Western Australia. When we aggregate the debt in Western Australia, we get a total net debt figure for the total 
public sector. When this government came to office, the general government sector had a surplus of around 
$3 billion. That has now blown out to a huge deficit of $12 billion. That surplus of $3 billion, in part, was money 
the Labor government left to build Fiona Stanley Hospital. The Labor government left money for members 
opposite to build Fiona Stanley Hospital, which is the big item. The government cannot deliver Fiona Stanley 
Hospital on time, even though it was funded and paid for by the previous government. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis talked about the rail line to Butler. The Liberal–National government will have delivered 
in the order of six kilometres of rail. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Let’s talk about the arena! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy to talk about Perth Arena because the Liberal–National government was in 
control of it for half the time of the project! The Liberal–National government was in control of the contract 
management for a lot of the blowouts. 

I am happy to talk about the rail line to Butler. Imagine being able to hang your hat on building six kilometres of 
rail over an eight-year period! Members on this side would be embarrassed if that was all the rail we had built in 
six years! We built something like 78 kilometres in eight years, but in eight years the Liberal–National 
government will build only six kilometres of rail. I would hang my head in shame; I would not be proud of that! 
Not only that, but it is being built two years too late! Other governments built plenty of infrastructure: the 
Mandurah railway line, Clarkson extension, Thornlie spur, Greenwood station; and the Tonkin Highway 
extension, the Reid Highway, the Perth–Bunbury highway, the extension of the Kwinana Freeway, the extension 
of the Mitchell Freeway, and the Geraldton southern access corridor. 

Hon Nick Goiran: The extension of the Roe Highway! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, we did—right through to stage 7. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Shame, it stopped a bit early! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I look forward to members opposite building stage 8. They will never do it. They will 
keep promising it, but they will never do it. The Liberal–National government used to have one big hoax—Roe 
Highway stage 8, now there are three big hoaxes: light rail, Roe 8 and the airport rail line. Members opposite 
love making promises, but they hate delivering! I would hate to be waiting for a birthday present from members 
opposite, because I reckon they would promise the earth but would never deliver it. Hon Nick Goiran is right; 
Roe Highway was another project that Labor delivered and I could go through a list of country roads that were 
upgraded as well. 

We know that the Liberal Party’s coalition partners do not believe in building roads in Western Australia. That is 
the bottom line. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Because it’s not in their knitting! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Building rail is not in the Liberal Party’s knitting, and the National Party’s new crochet 
is that it does not build roads in regional Western Australia. Even though in the old days the Nationals loved 
getting the transport portfolio, they have now completely rejected their past. That is why they had to clear out 
Hon Max Trenorden from the party; they wanted to expunge their past. They do not build roads anymore; they 
just like to close rail systems. 
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There is no doubt that the motion moved by Hon Peter Katsambanis is effectively a statement of principle that 
we need to get a better deal, and as a starting point we want 80 per cent on a per capita basis. On behalf of the 
Labor Party I am happy to indicate that we have absolutely no problem with that. We never have had! We have 
been trying to fix the problems. Hon Peter Katsambanis said he wanted solutions from the Labor Party. We are 
well versed in coming after coalition governments with solutions to fix things. We realised the problem we faced 
when the last Labor government came to office. We were also burdened with the deal that was done on the GST 
by Richard Court and we had to find pathways through that. We know that, in the same way that back in the 
1990s the Liberal Party burdened the state of Western Australia with the GST agreement, when the next Labor 
government gets into power, it will be burdened with the debt of the Barnett Liberal–National government. The 
one thing I love about the coalition is that both parties like spending—the Nationals like spending just as much 
as the Liberal Party—but the National Party likes the Liberal Party to defend the spending; they do not want to 
defend the debt burden. We need to make sure the National Party accepts its fair share of responsibility, along 
with the Liberal Party, for the debt burden it will put on the state of Western Australia. That will be as taxing a 
problem for future governments as the burden we are currently debating this afternoon in this motion, which is 
the burden that has been placed on the state of Western Australia because of the decision of the Court 
government to sign up to the GST in 1999.  

Hon Nick Goiran: You were telling us what you had done to fix the problem. That is what you were about to 
do. What did you do? I’m waiting to hear. There was a time when there were Labor governments across the 
nation, and what did you do? I don’t remember hearing you talking about that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the things that I am pretty confident about is that unless we get a sensible debate 
happening, in three years we will be going to an election. All the major states in Australia are now controlled by 
Hon Nick Goiran’s party. Hon Peter Katsambanis might be right and the party might pick up two more states. It 
has one of the territories. Does Hon Nick Goiran think Tony Abbott will agree to taking money off South 
Australia or Tasmania to give it to WA? No. 

Hon Nick Goiran: There’s a big difference. We’re prepared to talk about it. You guys were silent. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When was that? 

Hon Nick Goiran: I’ve never heard you talk about it, except when we raised it. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Nick Goiran should come to our estimates hearings. I asked questions about this of 
the Under Treasurer at the last hearing. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Exactly. Just recently. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, no. If we go back — 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! This is a debate, not a 
conversation. Please allow the honourable member on his feet to continue his remarks. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I made the point earlier that when Hon Eric Ripper was the Treasurer, he put a lot of 
time and effort into working with the other states. He got Ross Garnaut engaged in the process to bring together 
the other states. Members of the National Party can laugh. They just like spending money; they do not care 
where it comes from. They are the Greens of the right wing in this country. They want to spend it but they do not 
care how they raise it. When we get on to debates about debt, they duck out of the chamber and leave their big 
brothers and sisters in the Liberal Party to look after it for them. They just want to go to the Royal Show and 
spend it all but the National Party has to go out and get the weekend job to raise it. 

Hon Liz Behjat: That’s offensive. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What—to the Greens? 

Hon Liz Behjat: No, to us. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Which bit was offensive to the Liberal Party? 

Hon Nick Goiran: Just the use of the word “Greens”. 

Hon Liz Behjat: In reference to us. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said that the Nats were the Greens of the right wing. Those opposite are the Liberal 
Party of the right wing. There is no doubt about that. They are the conservative right of the right wing. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon Ken Travers, please return to the motion. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This has been a longstanding debate. A very short time after the signing of the 
agreement in 1999, the then Labor government was already having to sort out the problems. Hon Eric Ripper put 
in place a process that resulted in a better deal for Western Australia. 
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Hon Peter Katsambanis: Where was the Labor government in 1999? Which Labor government in 1999? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does the member remember when the Liberal governments got together and signed us 
up to this deal? Hon Peter Katsambanis would have loved it back then because he was a Victorian then. He 
probably would have been looking forward to it because it was a good deal for the eastern states. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You said there was a Labor government that tried to fix it. When? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! This is a debate, not a conversation. Would the honourable member please 
return to the motion? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: At the time that deal was signed, Eric Ripper was predicting it and having the exchanges 
with the then Premier that I quoted earlier. Within two years, Labor was in government and we had to set about 
the pathway of fixing it. In 2004, I think, we were able to secure a slight improvement out of the federal 
government at that time, or the whole process. We achieved it by getting New South Wales and Victoria on 
board for that change. That is a good example of how we change these things. 

There is one other thing I want to raise before I sit down. What are the other opportunities that we have coming 
up to the next election? Members opposite are right. There is every chance that in about three years, if not all but 
a vast majority of the states and territories in Australia will be under a Liberal government. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Can I tell your mates in South Australia and Tasmania you said that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said there is every chance. If we asked the Premiers of those states, they would say 
they have an uphill battle. They are fighting for their lives. I will tell them that the WA Liberal Party has a deal 
with the federal Liberal Party. Once the elections are over, it will take the GST money off them. Will I tell them 
that? Is that the deal?  

Hon Nick Goiran: That would be misleading. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly. I do not think the Liberal Party has done that but I reckon it will try it. There is 
a need to get a better system in place. A window of opportunity will be coming up in the next couple of months 
in Western Australia. We in Western Australia can make a very clear demand on the Abbott government that if it 
does not put forward propositions to fix the problems, we need to send senators over who will. We should send 
them a clear message in the Senate election coming up. They will be in a position to provide an outcome. If the 
Liberal Party in Western Australia is convinced that it has the solution, let us outline it and let us make it a 
condition that we say to the Abbott government, “If you want people to vote for the Liberal Party in the Senate 
election that is coming up, you have to be prepared to put forward a proposition that meets the solutions offered 
by Hon Peter Katsambanis.” 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Would you impose that on the Labor senators from WA? Will your party impose that? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member missed the point. We have a window of opportunity to influence the 
government. The Senate on its own will not do it. We have to use our window of opportunity to put pressure on 
the government. If Labor was in power, I would be suggesting the same thing, but we are not. The issue here is 
about the Liberal government. 

Hon Nick Goiran: You had your chance. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: And the Liberal Party has its chance and if it has not delivered in three years, we will 
see what happens. 

In the meantime, the other thing I plead with the members on the other side is to control their debt. Just as the 
GST is a burden left to us by previous governments, the debt that the government is leaving, particularly in the 
general government sector with its wasteful, wanton and dysfunctional spending, will leave a legacy and a 
burden for future governments to deal with. The fact that it spends millions on projects that it then cans and 
throws away is the other big financial problem in Western Australia. We have declining money from the GST. 
That is the problem that we always have to acknowledge. It is not declining total revenue to the state; it is 
declining revenue from the GST. I accept that if we were getting more of the GST, we could be building more 
infrastructure to deliver for the future of Western Australia. The fascinating thing is that this government has 
delivered all the bling in the world but none of the basic infrastructure. 

When Hon Simon O’Brien as Minister for Transport flew down to Esperance, he said that he would expand and 
upgrade the Esperance port. It was supposed to have been completed by now. It would have been a great 
initiative to help grow the economy for Western Australia, the national economy, revenue streams and GST; 
everybody would have got a win out of that. We are still waiting for it. We have the access road that Alannah 
MacTiernan and Anthony Albanese agreed to back in 2008. We were provided with the funding for it and then 
we had to wait for it to be built. Yesterday there was another milestone in that the bridge has opened. I looked at 
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that project when I was in Esperance the other day. It is fantastic. The next stage is upgrading the port. That is 
part of the process and why the government wanted the access corridor. We are still waiting for it. 

This is a serious debate but we have to be realistic. We have to realise how others on the east coast think about 
us and target our arguments in that light. We cannot just sit here and say that we want to win Lotto. We can keep 
hoping but I have bought a ticket every Saturday for the past few years and I still have not won. Maybe this 
Saturday will be a winner for me. That is not really the way to run a state. We have to work with the other states. 
We have to sell the message to them that there are opportunities. That is where I want to see the work coming 
out of the government. It has the resources. It needs to put forward the discussion papers, the modelling and all 
the rest of it that will show that we can go to the eastern states and say, “Work with us in Western Australia and 
change the formula. The nation as a whole will be better off but because we are going to do the heavy lifting, we 
want a bit better deal than we are getting at the moment.” In my view, that is the solution to this problem.  

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral) [3.30 pm]: I have been really interested in today’s debate 
because I agree with Hon Peter Katsambanis; indeed, his motion provides a collegiate approach to recognising 
the thought processes of those in the eastern states. I was scared when I found myself agreeing with some of the 
comments made by Hon Ken Travers. I will try to not make that a regular occurrence! I will touch on some of 
the issues to which the previous speakers referred. 

I have been a member of this house for less than a year, yet this is the third time I have risen to speak about this 
issue. Members in this chamber and in the other house all agree that we need a bipartisan, collegiate approach 
when we approach our federal counterparts to put our ideas on the table. I thank Hon Peter Katsambanis for 
again drawing the attention of members from this and the other house to this issue. I hope we can draw the 
attention of new Western Australian federal members of Parliament to the very dire issue facing Western 
Australians. 

In October last year, Hon Peter Katsambanis moved a similar motion calling specifically for an immediate 
review of the Australian government’s unfair and inequitable goods and services tax arrangements. Similarly, in 
August last year during private members’ business, I, too, called on the federal government to review the 
taxation system. I was somewhat aggrieved when Tony Abbott and Joe Hockey suggested during the federal 
election campaign that they would be willing to review the taxation system, but that, unfortunately, the goods 
and services tax component would not be a part of that review. I am on record at the time as saying that I did not 
know how the federal government could review taxation without including the current GST arrangements. When 
I called on the federal government to undertake a review, I also called on Western Australian candidates in the 
federal election to stand up for their electorates, to stand up for Western Australia and to make our declining 
GST revenue one of the major issues on which they campaigned. As members of Parliament it should be their 
number one priority, because it is one of the greatest threats facing Western Australia as we try to manage the 
demands of a growing state. To date, apart from the comments made by Hon Peter Katsambanis about the 
commitment of Treasurer, Joe Hockey, contributions from Western Australian federal members of Parliament 
have not been forthcoming; indeed, their silence has been deafening. I hope that situation improves because 
Western Australian state members of Parliament talk about this issue if not every week, then certainly every 
second week. 

As the Premier noted in his statement on Tuesday in the other place, the current GST arrangements are the single 
most important issue facing Western Australia’s long-term economic and social future. I am sure that all 
members in this house believe that to be the case. The state continues to grow rapidly. One thousand five 
hundred people move to this state each week. We face a unique challenge because of the size of the state and its 
expanding infrastructure requirements as the government commits to invest in massive projects that are going on 
in the north of our state, such as those alluded to earlier by Hon Ken Travers. They are financial costs on what is 
essentially a shrinking budget given the decline in GST revenue. There is a willingness on the part of the federal 
government to invest in those massive projects because they return a dividend to the whole nation. It is 
unfortunate that we have to continually speak about this issue in Parliament, but the sad reality is that Canberra 
continues to be content to take WA’s fair share of the goods and services tax. That is most interesting and ironic 
given that the Prime Minister advertised that any repeat of the Senate election in Western Australia would be a 
referendum on the carbon and mining tax and asserted such action as anti-Western Australian. I suggest to him 
that our declining GST revenue and the current GST arrangements are anti-Western Australian because they 
represent a tax on Western Australia. We must address the current decline in the rate of goods and services tax. I 
am sick of hearing about this issue. If we are talking about something being anti-Western Australian, the one 
topic we all agree on—maybe all the Prime Minister’s Western Australian Liberal Party colleagues agree on this 
too—is our declining GST revenue and the current GST distribution arrangements. Without even going to an 
election, the Prime Minister, his colleagues and other Liberal Premiers around the nation could consider a fairer 
distribution regime. This motion suggests a way of doing that. It has to be taken seriously. 
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As the Premier also noted in his statement on Tuesday, the current GST arrangement is affecting our capacity to 
deliver critical services to the people of our state. It is affecting our ability to grow, evolve and modernise in the 
way that the eastern states have done. It is affecting our ability to invest in critical social and physical 
infrastructure right across the vast state of ours. It is anti-Western Australian to take $477 million in GST 
revenue from WA this year and a forecasted $629 million next year. Once again, this house needs to send a 
strong message to our federal representatives that the GST arrangements are anti-Western Australian. Whatever 
our political persuasion, we are Western Australians first and foremost; we must bring this issue to the attention 
of our federal parliamentary colleagues. The impending Senate election is an excellent opportunity for us to be 
really serious about this issue. Let us make it the number one issue on which those in the running to be Western 
Australian senators must make a stand. 

The Deputy Leader of the federal Liberal Party is from Western Australia. I seriously hope that this debate is 
taking place in her party room. Each Senate candidate who proposes to represent Western Australia’s interests 
should do that, not follow party lines. Having reviewed the previous debates on this issue, two key things 
happened today. Firstly, we all recognise the problem and we are united in our belief that we need to take a 
collective approach and fight for a fairer share for Western Australia. I will be very disappointed if this turns into 
a “He said”, “She said” debate in which members blame each other for what their party did or did not do when in 
government. We have probably had a bit of that today. Can we move past that? Let us find a solution. This 
motion goes a long way to attempt to do that. 

Three times we have tried this in the house. I think it shows our willingness and agreement with Hon Ken 
Travers and the points that he raised about our eastern states colleagues. In the context of what he is saying, he is 
right. We need to provide a fairer share of GST federally for our eastern states colleagues. I do not have a 
problem with that. This motion goes to trying to find a system that does that. I hope we can move past arguing 
about whether Richard Court introduced it or whichever government governed over it. Let us find a way to give 
Western Australia’s interests more representation in Canberra. 

What this debate needs to do and what this motion specifically speaks to is look at the practical options moving 
forward. We need this debate to be solutions focused. During past debates on this issue in the house we heard 
alternative ways to reform the GST arrangements. On 12 September, 2011 I spoke about this. My former 
colleague and then federal member for O’Connor, Tony Crook, called for a GST floor to be set at 75 per cent on 
a per capita basis. Previously in this house, Hon Peter Katsambanis discussed an 80 per cent floor. I agree with 
his earlier comments that, whatever the floor may be, the principle of the matter needs to be supported. This will 
save states from being penalised for being successful. The major issue is not whether it is 10 per cent or 20 per 
cent; it is the principle that needs to be supported. Then we are happy to share our success with the rest of the 
nation. 

Today, this motion calls for — 

 … the introduction of a set per capita basis of distributing GST revenue. 

It is not so much about the percentage. It also — 

… calls for the balance of GST revenue, beyond the set per capita distribution, to be distributed in an 
agreed and target-based manner creating a competitive environment which would drive productivity 
reforms, driving future growth across the Federation. 

It would drive reforms across the other states and I think we can all agree with that. I would like to be able to 
visit the other side of the country and be in a prosperous environment; I enjoy that. As Australians, we all do. 
Two key aspects arise from the two previous motions. First, we need to have a fixed percentage set on a per 
capita basis so we avoid the current erosion of our GST share and, secondly, the balance should be given to those 
states and territories as a reward for seeking to make a difference to their own and the nation’s economic and 
social development. I completely agree with that. That is a reasonable argument to present to Premiers of other 
states within a federal environment. I seriously hope that the Prime Minister looks at this motion and agrees that 
it is a very fair way of moving forward on what has been an ongoing issue for such a long time. It is becoming a 
bottleneck for us because of our declining rates and the pressure on state debt. Nevertheless, this issue has been 
bubbling along for a while. 

During private members’ business on 15 August last year, my colleague Hon Martin Aldridge made some good 
points, which Hon Ken Travers also touched on today, that the relativities attached to the horizontal fiscal 
equalisation that determines the GST share should factor in a complex set of variables including the “economic 
capacities of each state and territory”, the “size of the state”, the number of Indigenous people in the state, the 
“number of sealed and unsealed roads” and a complete assessment of the revenues of each state and territory. 
That is just a start; we also need to campaign for other strategies that will leverage Western Australia’s position. 
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Previously in this house I raised a suggestion that has been made in various other ways over the years concerning 
introducing a 25 per cent royalty from oil and gas projects such as Wheatstone, Gorgon and the Browse project. 
These all require a great deal of support and investment from the Western Australian state government. The 
reason that the state government does that is so those projects happen and that is great for the state. We all 
recognise that; it creates jobs and makes the economy grow. However, if we introduced a royalty on oil and gas 
projects, the declining GST revenue may not be such an issue for us. I have also previously spoken about the 
unique agreement made in the 1970s by then Western Australian Premier, Sir Charles Court. He successfully 
secured a monumental agreement with the then federal government to receive royalties from the North West 
Shelf gas project. That delivered major benefits to Western Australia. It was a fantastic agreement by a great 
Western Australian premier. A 25 per cent royalty from oil and gas projects would transform the state of 
Western Australia and make us less reliant on GST returns. 

The upcoming federal senate election represents an excellent opportunity to create public awareness of the 
biggest issue facing Western Australia’s growth and prosperity. Let us not talk about it in this place or the other 
place any longer. We need our federal representatives to stand up for Western Australia’s interests and the GST 
debate should be at the top of their priority list. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [3.46 pm]: I also think this is a great motion and I commend Hon Peter 
Katsambanis for putting it before us today. It is clearly an area of agreement across both sides of the house, 
which is somewhat unusual. It certainly is a very hot topic for the state of Western Australia and its finances. I 
did some research on the GST and looked at ways change could be enacted at this level because we need to be 
realistic and understand that federal governments are unlikely to make changes. As pointed out by a previous 
speaker, eastern Australia sees us as the wealthy bit, the resource rich part of Australia that after many, many 
years of reliance on the eastern seaboard has now grown into a mature economy that is able to carry the eastern 
seaboard. Indeed, that is what Western Australia does in the modern era. It is right that we, as a collective, 
should think of ways to work around this. Clearly the deal that was signed in 1999 will have a negative impact 
on the state and its finances going forward. As the ebb and flow of the world economy affects the state this will 
stay a constant that we will have to deal with. 

In 1995 it was said that there will never ever be a GST but there was indeed a GST. The notion of a GST was 
first proposed by the then federal Treasurer, Paul Keating, at the 1985 tax summit. It was dropped after pressure 
from then Prime Minister, Bob Hawke, who was persuaded by people such as welfare groups, union 
organisations and indeed, business. The GST, or a broad-based consumption tax as it was also called, was not 
such a good idea for a couple of reasons. One, it was deemed not to be fair for all Australians. It turns out that 
that was somewhat prophetic because it is not fair for Western Australia. That notion of not proceeding with a 
GST was quite sound. The second reason was that the tax was seen to be regressive and would discourage 
spending and growth in the economy. That has proven to be not quite so prophetic or correct. As has already 
been pointed out, the reasons for scuttling the proposed GST in 1985 have indeed turned out to be the case. 

John Hewson refloated the notion in 1991 and made his consumption tax the centrepiece of the “fightback” 
policy of the 1993 election. That was deemed as an unwinnable election for Labor, but it did indeed win, and it is 
commonly referred to now as the “true believers” election. The opposition was unsuccessful because the public 
had a deep mistrust of this new tax. The Hewson-led opposition of the day was unable to sell the goods and 
services tax, and everybody remembers the birthday cake interview with Mike Willesee. That day cemented the 
public mistrust in a broad-based consumption tax because it genuinely believed it would be unfair to all 
Australians. John Howard was able to take that message and did something that has become commonplace in 
Liberal politics when he said, “There will never, ever be a GST. I know you don’t like it, there will never, ever 
be a GST”, but we got one anyway. We got a heavily amended GST because the deal had to be struck. Followers 
of political history will know that in the election before the GST came in, Labor achieved a higher federal vote 
but one less seat, so government was formed by the conservatives. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: At least you’re over it—you are not still stewing about it! 

Hon DARREN WEST: No, that is right. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’ve moved on. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am a keen observer of political history — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I am something of an archaeologist myself! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Good on Hon Simon O’Brien! Every day there seems to be more and more things we 
have in common—it is fantastic! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It shows you’re growing up! 
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Hon DARREN WEST: We agree on such things as the increase in gun licence fees for instance, so there are 
lots of things we have come to agree on. 

But at least Hewson was up-front and went to the election with it; Howard said there would never, ever be a 
GST. Howard ended up scraping home by the skin of his teeth without a Senate majority, so we got a heavily 
amended GST. I think one of the reasons behind the heavily amended GST was that the Australian Democrats 
and Brian Harradine rejected it, and the Australian Democrats were able to strike a deal to heavily amend it. I am 
sure members know the rest—we now have the GST. 

The GST arrangement was signed by then Treasurer Costello and, as I have pointed out before, the then 
Western Australian Treasurer, Colin Barnett. We can point fingers all we like and members on the other side of 
the house can say to us, “You didn’t do anything about it.” But the fact is that it was the Liberals’ baby and it 
was signed by their current leader. This was always going to happen. When an arrangement is signed up to that 
is always going to be regressive and unfair, people need to be careful that it is not regressive and unfair to them. 
That is what we have. 

So, how do we move forward? Hon Peter Katsambanis is quite right to bring the motion to Parliament on how 
we get a fairer agreement. The fact is that we signed up to an agreement and the fact is that the federal 
government is highly unlikely to change its position on that agreement and highly unlikely to strike a deal with 
the other states and take money away from New South Wales or Victoria, which would be politically 
unpalatable, or take money away from Queensland, which I do not think would be tolerated either, or 
South Australia or even Tasmania. That would be unfair, because the Tasmanian economy has not enjoyed the 
best of times. It would seem unfair to take GST revenue from Tasmania and give it to Western Australia. I do not 
think the slickest of salesmen would be able to sell that notion. So, between the political unpalatability of such a 
notion and the unfairness of the alternatives, I think we are stuck with the GST arrangement signed in 1999. 

So let us get a bit creative; that is enough of the history. As Hon Peter Katsambanis said, we have to stop 
whining about it and we need to now start looking forward as to how perhaps we can move forward. I think 
Hon Jacqui Boydell made an excellent point when she said that it is the big issue in Western Australia at the 
moment. As we have a chance to have the political spotlight shone on us, which we expect to happen in the 
coming months, I think we should as a collective—all Western Australians—be sending a message. While the 
political light is on us we should be holding up our sign and saying loudly and clearly that this is the biggest 
issue. Forget about the mining tax and carbon tax; they are issues, too, but they are not as big an issue as this one 
for Western Australia. I agree with Hon Jacqui Boydell when she says that. I think she makes a very good point, 
and it is quite refreshing that one of the conservatives will make a point like that because we can all agree on 
that. Rather than point fingers and argue over the mining tax and the carbon tax, let us focus on 
Hon Peter Katsambanis’s motion and let us see if we can use the opportunity that is in front of us to do 
something about this. 

We could have done this in other ways, and we have missed a couple of opportunities but I am sure there will be 
more. We have to somehow bring more revenue from the commonwealth into Western Australia. There have 
been ample opportunities, and one we did take, on which the decision was made for us, was the Building the 
Education Revolution, as a result of which hundreds of millions of dollars came into both the private and public 
school systems. I know that no members will have been to a school recently that has not had a building or 
facility of some form put up in the past five years. That would have been funded by the Building the Education 
Revolution program. That will have taken enormous stress off the capital works budget of the Department of 
Education. It absolutely worked a treat. It stimulated the Australian economy and provided necessary capital 
works infrastructure into education—I believe there could be no better investment. That is one example of how 
we were able to see some federal money flowing into Western Australia. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Whose money? 
Hon DARREN WEST: It was federal money. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Federal money? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Federal money. 
We had the opportunity to sign up to the Gonski deal. A few months ago—I am sure the Leader of the House 
will correct me if I am wrong—I think there was in the order of $900 million on the table at one point. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon DARREN WEST: How much was it? 

Hon Peter Collier: It was $600 million. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I thank the Leader of the House. That is a significant amount of money, and it is 
actually a familiar figure in this debate. I have heard someone say that figure before, because that would have 
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been perhaps one year’s worth of the GST equivalent of cuts we could have had right there. So $600 million was 
on the table at one stage, and we said, “No, we don’t want to deal with a Labor government because it is Labor 
and we are not, so we won’t have that.” We could have also struck a deal over the National Disability Insurance 
Scheme and had some federal funds flowing into Western Australia through that channel, but we chose not to 
that. The NDIS has gone; it is all over—see you later! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Honourable member, continue your remarks. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That was another opportunity to get some funds. 

My point is that from time to time these opportunities arise, and we can only stare a gift horse in the mouth so 
often. We also had the opportunity to embrace and vote for the national broadband network—another vital piece 
of infrastructure that we are now not going to get in Western Australia. Hundreds of millions of dollars would 
have been spent in communications. We all agree, especially my colleagues from regional seats, that this is an 
area of much need in regional Western Australia. There was the opportunity, but “Oh no, look, we don’t want 
that. It’s a progressive government’s idea and they never get it right. We don’t really want that.” The most recent 
opportunity—I am working my way along the front bench here—was that the federal government put up 
$420 million to assist farmers, but we are not going to get any of that. I do not think we will see any meaningful 
amount from that. We dallied around for months and months, Barnaby Joyce took some money away, and now 
the terms of the scheme mean that most of our farmers are not going to be able to access it. That was another 
opportunity to get some federal money into Western Australia. 

Now, the government can channel how it wants to get it in and what it wants to spend it on all it likes, but the 
fact is that there have been several instances over the last few years when WA could have had significant federal 
investment into Western Australia, and we have not. So, if we are not going to take these opportunities, it is a 
little rich to stand up to places like Tasmania, Queensland, New South Wales, South Australia and Victoria and 
say, “Oh look, we’re not getting a fair deal here on the GST. We didn’t want Gonski, we didn’t want the NBN, 
we didn’t want all these other initiatives that you’ve put up, but we do want more of the GST because we want to 
spend it on the things we want to spend it on.”  

I can understand why federal governments of either persuasion might say “We will have to go and have a think. 
We will get back to you on that one” and that is where we find ourselves today. These were progressive 
programs; they were an opportunity for heavy infrastructure spending in Western Australia that would have 
taken pressure of other areas of the budget. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am giving the example of the opportunity to get money that we did not take. 

The Senate elections are coming up and they will be hotly contested. Of course, we will see representatives of 
both major parties and a few of the smaller parties coming here and focusing on Western Australia and treating 
us very well. We will see more of our federal colleagues in the next two to three months than we will see over 
the next three-year federal parliamentary term. I am quite confident about that. Why do we not, as a collective, 
work on our Senate candidates, because the balance of power in the Senate could be decided at this election? I 
think we need a proactive progressive approach. Let us see if we can make it an issue, or at the very least make 
Canberra aware of how important it is to Western Australia to have this issue resolved and that there is a fairer 
way to distribute the tax. I am not sure that will work, but I think we all need to get together and I hope that will 
be a very important plank for all of us in the upcoming federal campaign. 

The other thing that we can do, given that Western Australia is faced with declining GST revenue, is to reduce 
spending. In the Parliament, over the last few months, there have been some great contributions on ways to 
reduce spending. We do not need to spend money on monuments to the Premier. We do not need to spend 
money on that; we could put that money back into schools. We do not actually need Elizabeth Quay; we can put 
that money back into schools and hospitals. We do not need to spend a quarter of a billion dollars on old power 
stations and then turn them off. We do not need to spend a quarter of a million dollars a day on a private operator 
to operate a hospital that has no patients yet. We could actually spend our money more wisely. I see the poor 
performance whereby the Under Treasurer has come out and said that he had two weeks to analyse a $43 billion 
contract. Of course, if we give public servants two weeks to do due diligence on a $43 billion contract, it will 
probably not work in the state’s favour. It will probably work more to favour the other party to the contract. 
Indeed, we have seen, I think it is $261 000 a day wasted paying a private operator to maintain a hospital that has 
no patients. Those are good examples of ways in which we can do business better and save money while we 
figure out a real and plausible way to get a better account of the GST. Because we have wasted that money, we 
now have to find savings in other areas. I have been on the record and very vocal about the cuts coming to basic 
government services and that local governments will now start copping it. Local governments will cop the flow-
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on; there will be cost shifting to local governments, and the amalgamation of local governments in the name of 
trying to — 

Hon Jacqui Boydell: Is that relevant? 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is very relevant because of the declining — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Members, order. I remind the honourable 
member to focus on the motion before us. Please continue your remarks. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is very relevant because we are talking about declining GST revenues from the 
federal government and something in state finances has to give. I have thought about what this “something” 
might be and I am suggesting there will need to be cuts to schools, health, police and also a reduction in the flow 
of funds to local governments. I can use cuts to the country local government fund as an example. If we are 
sincere when we say that we are not about whingeing and finger pointing and that we are about solutions, then 
all of these things need to be considered. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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