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Hearing commenced at 10.07 am

RICHARDSON, MR ROD

Assistant Commissioner, Compliance, Office of StatRevenue, Department of Treasury and
Finance,

sworn and examined:

FITZ-JOHN, MS VALERIE

Acting Manager Legislation Services, Office of St& Revenue, Department of Treasury and
Finance,

sworn and examined:

SULLIVAN, MR WILLIAM ROY

Commissioner of State Revenue, Office of State Rewee, Department of Treasury and
Finance,

sworn and examined:

SUCHENIA, MS NICOLE
Assistant Commissioner, Legislation, Training and Rview, Office of State Revenue,
sworn and examined:

CULLEN, MR BRENDAN
Assistant Director, Revenue Policy, Department of ieasury and Finance,
sworn and examined:

The CHAIRMAN : On behalf of the committee, | welcome our witess$o the meeting this
morning. Before we begin, | must ask you all thieittake the oath or affirmation.

[Witnesses took the affirmation.]

The CHAIRMAN : Thank you, | ask you in turn to please state ymlir name, your contact
address and the capacity in which you appear béfereommittee.

You all have signed a document entitled “Informatfor Witnesses”. Have all witnesses read and
understood the document?

The WitnessesYes.

The CHAIRMAN : Thank you. These proceedings are being recorgadamsard. A transcript of
your evidence will be provided to you. To assisgt tommittee and Hansard, could you please quote
the full title of any document you refer to duritite course of the hearing to identify it for the
record. Please be aware of the microphones andni@miikhem and ensure that you do not cover
them up with papers or make noise near them apmart $peaking. | remind you that your transcript
will become a matter for the public record. If feome reason you wish to make a confidential
statement during today’s proceedings, you shoutpiest that the evidence be taken in closed
session. If the committee grants your request,pamjic and media in attendance will be excluded
from the hearing. Please note that until such tamethe transcript of your public evidence is
finalised, it should not be made public. | advismiythat premature publication or disclosure of
public evidence may constitute a contempt of Pawiat and may mean that the material published
or disclosed is not subject to parliamentary peiyd.
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Before | ask if you wish to, perhaps Mr Sullivanake an opening statement, | will introduce my
colleagues at the table. On my right is Hon Math&m-Lidholm and on my left is Hon Donna

Faragher. Our advisory officer is Ms Anne Turnehnows seated with me, and | think you have met
our committee clerk, Ms Jan Paniperis.

Mr Sullivan, perhaps as we have noted the explapattemorandum and the second reading
speech, | wonder whether there is anything elsewamuid like to advise us about this bill by way
of an opening statement.

Mr Sullivan: | think the explanatory memorandum and the spgweltty well encapsulate the
purpose and the intent of the legislation so | dbthink there is a lot | can add.

The CHAIRMAN : The bill, of course, is already proceeding thitotige parliamentary process and
is now with the Council. Are there any further amherents planned for this bill?

Mr Sullivan : Not to the best of my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN : The committee understands that there is no intengymental agreement to this
bill or any heads of Treasury minutes. We are s$gagcfor some evidence that there is an
intergovernmental agreement that has given riskisdill. What can you tell us about that?

Mr Sullivan : Perhaps, if | give a very short history of how lagese got to where we have got, and
it really relates to concerns held generally acrAsstralia both within Treasuries and revenue
administrations of compliance costs that were besugsed for the taxpaying community as a result
of inter-jurisdiction differences. It is recognisédat a number of businesses operate across
jurisdiction boundaries and, as a result, whereetrare differences in the legislation of each
jurisdiction those can cause additional cost fositess, which adds no real benefit for the
community. As a result of that, some initial worlkasvcommissioned by Commissioners of State
Revenue around 2005 through one of our commitee&ssx law committee, which asked that group
to examine across jurisdictions areas for potergimnment where there was not a significant
policy difference, be it the legislation had driftepart over the time since the payroll tax legista
was handed to the states in 1971. That work wasertedcen and a report provided to
commissioners at a meeting in Sydney in 2005, fnoe@mory. As a result of that, recommendations
were made through our respective Under Treasure® avhether or not they believed support
should be given to advancing work along these liffésit ultimately was supported in discussion
between Under Treasurers and secretaries of Treabthie various states and the like.

[10.10 am]

Each respectively put that proposition to the goweent in their jurisdiction and gained political
endorsement as evidenced by a media statemeneasdiers. | believe that statement, provided to
the committee, indicates that work would be undemainitially in the eight areas in which it was
felt that alignment across jurisdictional boundameas possible. That was effectively the genesis of
the legislation currently being considered by themmittee. The Pay-roll Tax Assessment
Amendment Bill 2008 makes provision for the necgsshanges that will align those eight areas
with what has generally been agreed to be the yiekd®r consistent legislation across Australia.
Going forward, further work is being consideredislivas really the first stage of this exercise and
it was felt important to show the commitment—in thist instance to the business community—of
governments across Australia to this area and dav ghat they were willing to take the necessary
steps to align the legislation. Various jurisdioBoare at various stages of that alignment exercise
and | would expect, from Western Australia’s viewppthat that work will be ongoing.

The CHAIRMAN : If we have time, we will come back to some ofsagotential future aspects. In
a moment | will have some other questions aboutwhg harmonisation is being implemented.
Before we move on, the committee has noted thabtheavailable records seem to be a couple of
media releases and a COAG communique dated Mai@® inOvhich very little reference is made
to payroll tax—and no detail is provided. On behaiifthe committee | have to express some
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surprise at the absence of any sort of officiabrédmf these agreements and discussions. Can you
enlighten us?

Mr Sullivan: Perhaps the genesis of this came initially froewenue administrators and the
Treasuries and, dare | say it, we have really pgstn getting on with it. It has been appropriately
endorsed along the way; particularly in terms o thiscussions—as evidenced by the media
statement that you have—in which the Treasurer®rsed the intended work and flagged their
collective support for the general direction thatsveing pursued. Up to this point, it has not been
developed in what | consider to be a more formdlifgem or framework. Instead, it has been the
revenue administrators and the Treasuries actsa&gking to drive the agenda; albeit with the
support of the various governments around Australia

| think the information provided to the committeg fairly comprehensive in terms of the
information that does exist and the formal struetitowever, reform has not been pursued in the
way that more traditional reform may be pursuedugh intergovernmental agreements and —

The CHAIRMAN : How would more traditional reform be pursued #meh reflected in records?

Mr Sullivan: 1 do not know that there is any one format tisatoilowed. | can only reflect on my
own experience and | would not anticipate that Watld be comprehensive. Quite often structures
or working groups and the like are established higha level and, perhaps, initially at a political
level. The underlying structures are only then jpuplace. | guess the process in question has
evolved from the ground up as opposed to a top dappnoach and perhaps that is the reason there
Is little documentation.

The CHAIRMAN : Once again—and perhaps this is leading—I woukthaought that a COAG
meeting would produce an agenda. | would have thiothgat there would be a draft report. | would
have thought that there would be minutes. | wouehthought that there may be a formally
signed-off agreement or perhaps a memorandum oératathding—yet all we have is a media
release. Can you enlighten us as to whether athyosé materials | have just mentioned exist?

[10.20 am]

Mr Sullivan: You have outlined my understanding of the sitwatiThere were some discussions
with Ms Turner and our office exploring what docurtsgion did exist. To the best of my
knowledge, what we have has been provided.

The CHAIRMAN : We will move on. | note in the COAG communiquéMéirch 2008 a statement
that each reform area has been categorised acgotdithe level of regulatory change that is
desirable, involves mutual recognition, harmon@air a national system. With respect to payroll
tax reform, which is the subject of the bill tha¢ \&re now dealing with, why was harmonisation
chosen as the approach rather, say, than a mudgalgmition bill of another jurisdiction’s
legislation or a national uniform bill?

Mr Sullivan : My view of where we are going on this does nacprde those things happening in
the future. In terms of the various stages thah edi¢he jurisdictions is at at this time, we neskt

get an agreement on the underlying policy settingerms of how that is translated and the best
means by which that is translated into legislatitihgt is still an open question. In relation to
aligning into one single piece of legislation orederred statute, for want of a better description,
that could be considered at a later stage whethalpolicy alignment has been worked through to
the extent possible. At this point we are only tigio the first stage of that process. | would sugges
that that question is yet to be more fully pursued.

The CHAIRMAN : What are the advantages for Western Australiatigiaating in this
harmonisation process? Perhaps | could elucidéitdeamore about what | am getting at. Does it
make it easier for Western Australia to pursueous interests in the future, for example? Is it
easier to perhaps opt out if Western Australia e@nd opt out of the process? We have gone down
this particular path. | am wondering whether themee any advantages for Western Australia in it.
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Mr Sullivan : The advantage that has been pointed to and ven@kre this in the first instance was
the reduction in red tape for business and the danmge costs associated with businesses having to
potentially deal with up to eight sets of legistatidealing with their payrolls. That has been the
driver for it. In relation to the benefit for WeateAustralia generally, it really would be how tkos
savings are translated back into the communitywy of background, around 38 per cent of our
registered employers by number, not necessarilyaiye, pay wages in another jurisdiction. Four
in 10 businesses that are registered for payrokt@uld benefit through these alignments.

The CHAIRMAN : | guess the potential disadvantages would baatreer jurisdiction decided it
did not want to go down the harmonisation rout@nfriour point of view, that would weaken the
process.

Mr Sullivan : | should emphasise that this exercise is focasedetting policy alignment in agreed
areas. To date, there has been no agreement. dtdzeleve that there was anything in the media
statement from Treasury that indicated that evemyvipion of every payroll tax act around
Australia would be aligned. States and territohiese retained the autonomy to carve out areas of
the tax base or treatments of certain wages to hasglictional specific differences where they
believe that is in the interests of their local coamity, even to the extent of the New South Wales-
Victorian alignment, which has generally been cb@mégsed as total harmonisation. Nonetheless,
differences specific to each jurisdiction are corgd within the legislation. To date, this has not
been an exercise of total policy alignment; it l@®n an exercise of attempting to get policy
alignment in specific areas whilst retaining thasdictional autonomy where that choice is made
by that jurisdiction.

The CHAIRMAN : In the information provided, including the secamreéding speech, eight areas
are nominated as being areas in which this bill aghieve greater levels of consistency in payroll
tax administration. Is it fair to say that these #re non-controversial areas; the easy to achieve
agreement areas as a rule?

Mr Sullivan : I am smiling wryly because in dealing with sewaher jurisdictions at any point, it
can always be problematic because they come frdiffiement starting point, a different history and
have different local jurisdictional concerns. Cenltg they were the areas where it was felt that th
starting point was more closely aligned so thetstiliat needed to be made were not necessarily
that large. They were also areas where jurisdistiett that there would be a commitment where
alignment would be possible. Some of those areaicdyt minor. Some of them are certainly of
greater substance, particularly the area of graym@s evidenced by the costs involved for Western
Australia in terms of aligning with what has be&wgen as the consistent position.

The CHAIRMAN : Hansard can also record my wry smile because atigagues and | can also
understand the difficulty in getting those othaigdictions to see the light of day from our paofit
view. It must be like herding cats.

You have already alluded to the fact that furtirena are yet to be explored and agreement reached,
and maybe that is something for another bill orth@oagreement on another day. Could you give
us an indication of what those areas might be?

Mr Sullivan : | will preface my comments by saying that we yeeto work through the other areas
of difference. The fact that we would be workingotigh them does not mean that any policy
decision has been made by government to shift tfemcurrent position. We will be undertaking
work to advise government to make those choiceterins of the existing areas of difference, and
using the New South Wales and Victorian legislaasra starting point, | might ask Ms Suchenia to
outline the other areas of difference that exists fairly high level between that legislation ahd
Western Australian legislation.

Ms Suchenia The New South Wales-Victoria bilateral procesteaively involved additional
areas in relation to an exemption for maternity addption leave, an exemption for payments
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made to a portable long service leave fund, exemsgtifor wages paid when an employee is
engaged in voluntary work, such as FESA, and ampien from an employment agent for staff
on hire to a payroll tax entity. For example, if @amployment agent was hiring nurses to hospitals
in their own right, those are the exemptions beaingsidered in New South Wales and Victoria.
The process also included removing the exemptionwBges paid to apprentices and trainees and
replacing it with a rebate system in some instagreesw charities definition for the purposes @f th
charities exemption and the relevant contract groms of New South Wales and Victoria. They
are effectively the major areas of consistency Wastern Australia needs to examine. The extent
to which changes are necessary in Western Austah@ously varies depending on the position
WA is in.

The CHAIRMAN : This is probably a related question. | will askow. Page 3 of the explanatory
memorandum refers to WA'’s unique superannuationigians, stating that it was not possible to
adopt template legislation from other jurisdictips® we have our own alternative. Could you
briefly explain what template legislation was preed among other states and why it was not
possible to use that here?

[10.30 am]

Ms Suchenia Victoria and New South Wales essentially haveaa@h that is a template between
them. At the end of those provisions are a sefispecific rates and exemptions that differ between
them.

In relation to Western Australia adopting that téasign a number of areas outside of the eight that
were agreed to be adopted are different in Wedestralia. However, even within the areas that

were agreed to be adopted, there were a coupléfefethces that resulted in Western Australia

putting in taxpayer-beneficial arrangements. Onéhoke was the quarterly and annual lodgement
arrangements, which not only benefit interjurisidical taxpayers, but also have a high take-up rate
by local taxpayers. If you move to the template elpd whole series of local taxpayers will lose

the benefit of those provisions, and so it was ftiedit that area needed to be maintained in the
Western Australian provisions.

In relation to superannuation, the template modsl lieen adopted up to the point that New South
Wales and Victoria have done. The Western Austrapeovisions add an additional layer of
information for people who have to calculate taxdefined benefit schemes so that they are able to
make those calculations, which assists them inrehidéng their tax liability. The New South Wales
and Victorian provisions do not have that guidatice/ias felt that, because of the compliments that
we have received in the past about the ease qf tisose provisions, it needed to be maintained. At
the end of the day, the difference in the areaipégnnuation is probably just giving a furtherelev

of detail for people to be able to make calculatiand so forth.

The CHAIRMAN : Also on page 3 of the EM, a comment is made tiiiate is an opportunity to
include changes as a result of the commonwealtiperannuation simplification provisions that
commenced on 1 July 2007. Has the commonwealth ibgelved in this harmonisation process as
well or was it excluded?

Mr Sullivan: No, this has been an exercise purely betweensthtes and territories. The
involvement of the commonwealth has been merelyitgg it under the COAG agenda. To date, its
involvement has been fairly peripheral.

The CHAIRMAN : Can you enlarge on the statement in the EM thaitovides an opportunity to
include changes as a result of the commonwealtlgsreinnuation simplification provisions?

Mr Sullivan : | will refer to Ms Fitz-John.

Ms Fitz-John: In making these amendments to the Pay-roll TageAsment Act, we took the
opportunity to change definitions and to includearfpes such as choice of funds from the
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superannuation provisions of the commonwealth kmxawe rely on those provisions when
applying payroll tax on wages. That is what is mdgnthat statement.

The CHAIRMAN : Clause 2 of the bill relates to commencement. Vifhythere a separate
commencement date of 1 July 2009 for part 2, divid?

Mr Sullivan : This portion relates to the grouping of contrdlientities and the discretion for the
commissioner to exclude a member from a group.obkihg at the various areas of alignment,
grouping was the most problematic to the extent thare was a spectrum of policy positions
underlying what the commissioner would or would take into consideration or, in fact, whether
he could exclude a member from a group, notwitltstenthat common control might in the first
instance be established. The provisions of New ISales and Victoria have operated since 1
July 2007 and are probably further down the tracigetting alignment on the administration of
those provisions than are those of other jurisoiti Other jurisdictions generally will have those
provisions operating from 1 July 2008. In the aduicat | have provided to the government, | felt
that for us to have that operative date was fraugttt a risk that we would not have in place the
administrative mechanisms to ensure consistenagministration. One of the reasons that that was
more of an issue for us than for other jurisdictios the extent of possible change that will flow
from that ability to exclude. It is the underlyipglicy position that we had taken on grouping up to
that point in time. Relative to the Victorian pasit in particular, we were at the other end of the
spectrum. On that basis, the advice provided teegowent, which is reflected in the legislation,
was that it would be prudent to have that delagltow our revenue authority to work with the
others to put in place as much as possible therasimative support for alignment.

The CHAIRMAN : | note that the commencement date for the regiadf 2 is 1 July 2008 or the
day of assent, whichever is later. Clearly, thdi®@aent will not be able to deal with this bill loeé

1 July. Will that have any implications on, for exale, costs to employers in the form of benefits
not being available until a later date?

Mr Sullivan : I will ask Ms Suchenia to respond.

Ms Suchenia | must admit that this bill has been put togethéttle differently from the usual way

in which the commencement provisions are draftdte Pprovisions will commence and operate

from 1 July 2008, but because there may be a pefiodtrospectivity, employers will need to use

the current provisions and work on the basis ofgtwrisions as they exist until the assent date.
Once the provisions commence, they will be baclkdtlaféectively to 1 July 2008. That means that

employers who need to do reassessments in thedpgasifore the bill receives the royal assent will

need to make adjustments through their ongoingngitocess. They will have the option of either

making that adjustment through their return or ileg\that adjustment until the end of the financial

year when they will do an annual reconciliation ahen balance the amount at the end of that
reconciliation process. It is not the ideal applosz have to go through that sort of process, but
there is a mechanism in place to be able to deal thbse particular instances. The nature of the
amendments—that is referenced by the fact thatedbhenue estimate is in the order of $2 million

for the balance of those amendments—is such thatowet expect that there will be large amounts
of payroll tax involved in those adjustments. Ktjuneans that they will need to make the relative
adjustments either going forward or at the endheffinancial year.

The CHAIRMAN : At the moment, for people who are keeping thekbao a business, it will be
business as usual, and then they will have to Backdated reconciliation for the period from 1
July until the effect of the changes in order tbtge benefits. They will just have to do it anyway

Ms Suchenia That is right. Depending on the particular ciraiamces and the way that the

amendment operates, it might be that they haveglaehiliability during that period and a lower

liability for a different type of arrangement. Dewng on the types of allowances they pay and
those types of adjustments, it could be an increasedecrease.
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[10.40 am]

The CHAIRMAN : When was this bill drafted?

Ms Suchenia Around Christmas we started.

The CHAIRMAN : Two thousand and?

Ms Suchenia Two thousand and seven.

The CHAIRMAN : The Christmas just gone. When was it finished?

Mr Sullivan : | think it is important to note the governmentaanced its position and followed up
with the legislation as part of the budget givea significant budgetary impact associated with the
difficulty grouping provision. It was considered the government in the context of ultimately the
budgetary process for 2008-09.

The CHAIRMAN : | want to quickly turn to page 20 of the bill, popoposed new section 9DD(3),
which says that for a purpose dealt with elsewiretbe clause —

... the Commonwealth income tax provisions apphy the following modifications, and
any other necessary modifications . . .

At face value that might seem to be trying to vewynmonwealth legislation—I am sure that is not
the case. Can you tell us how that variation isrided to apply?

Ms Fitz-John: The reason for this provision is for calculatihg valuation of a share or an option
provided to an employee or a director. The templadgsiation has taken on the commonwealth
market valuation calculations to value that markadtie. So we have taken those provisions from
the commonwealth Income Tax Act 1936 exactly theesas all the other jurisdictions. What they
have had to do is because the Income Tax Act apfien employee who receives a share or an
option and they have to include in their income fatxirn the discount that they have received, it
has had to modify those provisions, so therefotieeh will apply to an employer that has provided
a share or an option to their employee. That is they are —

The CHAIRMAN : We are using a starting point of a definition?

Ms Fitz-John: That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN : Then varying it according to the needs of ourdiegion?
Ms Fitz-John: That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN : As opposed to seeking to vary the commonwealth ac

Ms Fitz-John: No. We are not varying the commonwealth act, veenaerely modifying it so it will
apply to the state.

The CHAIRMAN : Modify the definition, not the act?
Ms Fitz-John: The definition; that is correct, yes

The CHAIRMAN : We were sure that was the case, but we thoughtaudd ask. Actually, if you
had tried to modify commonwealth legislation thrbugis bill | think we would all have developed
a sneaking admiration! There are some other guestie have got here. We are rapidly running
out of time. These are relatively complex, techinmsatters. What | propose to do is provide a series
of questions which | would ask Mr Sullivan, if yorould take on notice, and perhaps by
correspondence with our advisory officer return eamsponses to the committee. Would that be
acceptable?

Mr Sullivan : Certainly. Do you have a time frame in mind fareaponse?

The CHAIRMAN : Yes. | will not read these into the record, tteg just technical matters. In
terms of a time frame, if we could work on, sayeek.
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Mr Sullivan : We will go on a best-endeavours basis, withowirtathe benefit of seeing what the
guestions are and how much work, we will attemptto

The CHAIRMAN : | appreciate that. If we say a week for nowslbbviously by negotiation with
our advisory officer; if you could liaise with oadvisory officer to provide this further informatio

I do not think it will be voluminous, but it is gfuite a technical nature and we do not have the tim
to get into it now.

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: | have one question with respect to other statekterritories. Are
we the last state to enact this legislation; ainaloi, which other states are in the process oftama
legislation?

Mr Sullivan : What we can give you is our best understandirtiatpoint in time in relation to the
other states. Ms Fitz-John might give a very higéel summary in terms of which states have
enacted these provisions and which states arenstile process of doing so.

Ms Fitz-John: All states and territories have actually amentteddr payroll tax acts to a certain
extent. Some states have amended to harmonisddagmsiiation completely with New South Wales
and Victoria. Some states have only amended foeithiet agreed areas and, in some cases, such as
the Northern Territory, they already had two of éight areas so they amended the other six.

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: In terms then of the eight, which are the keysome are talking
about at the moment, all other states have pabsel@gislation with respect to those, so we are the
last; is that right?

Ms Fitz-John: | believe that the Northern Territory is still itrag for assent. But other than that,
they have gone through.

Hon DONNA FARAGHER : The legislation has gone through Parliament?
Ms Fitz-John: Yes.

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM : | do not have any questions of the witnesses) lull raise
some other issues in our own committee meetingestdtave a couple of minor issues.

Hon DONNA FARAGHER : | have one more very quick question. These awoably significant
changes to business. What is the level of knowléddeisiness of these changes? What community
relations and public education has been undertakenreasury with respect to these changes so
that they are fully aware that they are imminefitcan put it that way?

Mr Sullivan: This is always a difficult problem for a revenadministrator in terms of actually
going out and announcing things that have not yeinbpassed by the Parliament. We are very
mindful of the sovereignty of the Parliament arglsach, our communication necessarily has to be
at a fairly high level. Having said that, we do ty draw to the attention of the tax-paying
community the legislation and certainly | believe tminister has raised awareness on more than
one occasion within the tax-paying community of thanges that were in the offing. We certainly
do participate in seminars and the like, partidylanes that are on a national basis, and we can do
that in the context of flagging merely that these the changes that others in some cases have
already made. What we will be doing is, as soothadegislation is through the Parliament, we will
be working quite actively in terms of raising awsss through circulars, taxpayer education and
placing materials on our website. But to be speaifould be to pre-empt the Parliament and | do
not believe it is appropriate.

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: | was not suggesting pre-empting it, but | sugpasce the
legislation is passed, what education program béltaking place? It sounds like things have been
done, or will be done.

Mr Sullivan : The only other thing in terms of awareness was\wlas certainly raised or flagged as
part of the state tax review. Reference was madbeantention during that review process in its
final report.
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The CHAIRMAN : When you undertake the process of education anthwnication, are there
some key peak bodies that you would go to, to tagsisin that process?

Mr Sullivan: Generally, as you would appreciate, we are ntdrge office like the Australian
Taxation Office, which has 20 000-odd employees. @sources necessarily need to look to ways
to leverage into the community. Generally speakimg,will work through those industry groups
who we believe will give us the greatest bang far buck and, generally speaking, they will either
be large industry representative bodies like tharber of Commerce and Industry in Western
Australia or professional bodies where the memlyermshthose are likely to be advising in the area
of the tax that we are administering. So the CRAgtjtute of Chartered Accountants in Australia,
National Institute of Accountants, Taxation Indituof Australia, Law Society of Western
Australia, et cetera. Those groups are the grogpgemerally liaise through.

Ms Suchenia | was going to add to that. We also run prograangeted specifically at taxpayers
that we do have registered. We have a customeragdogprogram, a seminar-type arrangement
where people can voluntarily elect to go along, #ad is using our existing employer database.

The CHAIRMAN : Yes, but of course you know who is already paypagroll tax, so that is the
obvious place to disseminate some information abbanges.

Mr Sullivan: Just on that: the other good thing is that thet vaajority—well in excess of
90 per cent—of our payroll tax base now interacthwis electronically, through our Revenue
Online system. Part of that includes email notifma and we can also target them according to
whether or not they pay wages in more than onedigiion, were that to be relevant. In this case
these changes will obviously affect everybody, gowould be putting that information out, and we
will be hitting the target audience through thadmen as well. It is a broad-brush approach, but we
believe that we have got it covered. The timingyéweer, is pretty well predicated on the passage of
the legislation.

The CHAIRMAN : | think we have come to the end of our hearingv,nparticularly noting the
constraints of time. | would like to thank you, Bullivan, and your colleagues, each of you, for
your assistance this morning to the committee iqadarly as things have been done at fairly short
notice. Thanks very much, once again, and we wighaygood morning.

Hearing concluded at 10.50 am



