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TAXATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

Resumed from 12 May. 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.22 pm]: I will continue my remarks—not at great length—from 
yesterday evening on why we should refer to the Standing Committee on Legislation this rather poor piece of 
legislation, the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015, that goes totally against the Liberal Party’s small 
business policy that was taken by the Liberal–National government to the last election. The government has 
completely contradicted its commitment to small business by proposing this piece of legislation. As I indicated 
yesterday, rather than reward small business with a $120 million reprieve from what the Liberals called 
a regressive payroll tax, this bill will now see small business in Western Australia being slugged $397 million. 
The government proposes to slug 17 000 small businesses. The opposition believes it is our job to hold the 
government to account, and I take my job in this place very seriously, so it is my obligation to represent my 
electorate and there is no way that I will do what some members opposite will do, which is to rubberstamp every 
single piece of legislation that the coalition puts up. The opposition believes that this piece of legislation should 
rightfully be referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation—a fine committee chaired by 
Hon Robyn McSweeney, with Hon Dr Sally Talbot, Hon Donna Faragher, Hon Dave Grills and 
Hon Lynn MacLaren well placed and well experienced and truly capable of coming back to the house with more 
information about the impacts of this bill and what a liability it will be to the state of Western Australia. That 
was a recap of what I had to say on this bill previously. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Was that an interjection? I was not sure whether members were talking to me, but that 
is okay—feel free to talk among yourselves! It is not something that I will do when government members speak 
in a short while. 

We heard some extraordinary remarks from members opposite during the debate, which gave cause for the 
opposition to continue the very good idea put forward by Hon Adele Farina to refer this bill to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. As I pointed out yesterday: who better to come up with the idea than the 
Chair of Committees herself? Hon Adele Farina is very experienced and fully cognisant of the operation of 
committees. We heard earlier today in debate on the RSPCA attack motion about the importance of the role of 
committees. The opposition agrees with that comment when it comes to such a fine committee as the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. Yesterday, I also touched on the fact that the committee would have the 
opportunity to carry out some form of cost–benefit analysis of what this bill will really cost the state of 
Western Australia. The government should be acting on behalf of all Western Australians rather than trying to 
fix up the fiscal mess that it created. There should be some scrutiny around what impact this bill will have on 
small to medium-sized businesses with turnovers of $1 million and larger businesses. I will be most interested in 
the committee’s view on that. 
I also pointed out the great need for this committee. Although none of us in this place are in the job market, 
I certainly come into contact with a lot of people who are seeking employment. It is a tough time for workers to be 
looking for work at the moment—older workers, younger workers and, as far as my electorate is concerned, 
regional workers, especially those in remote areas. This tax will be a millstone around the neck of small business. 

Point of Order 
Hon PETER COLLIER: We are delving into the second reading speech yet again. This is a very narrow debate 
on the referral of this bill to a committee. The member is talking about issues that have been canvassed in the 
second reading debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): I have been listening closely to the member and, again, it is 
getting close to a second reading contribution. I am happy to read the motion again, if the member would like me 
to, but he should confine his remarks to the motion. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will take your advice on board, Madam Acting President. I was recapping for the 
benefit of members who were not present in the chamber and who were out on urgent parliamentary business. 
I will move on to the next point I wish to make. 
The motion moved by Hon Adele Farina contains some very important words as to why we should refer this 
piece of legislation to the Standing Committee on Legislation. Paragraph 1(a) of the motion refers to the ability 
of Western Australian businesses to invest, expand, employ and innovate. They are very important words. I am 
not sure where that wording came from. This legislation does the contrary to those things. It does not encourage 
businesses to expand. It does not encourage employment and it does not encourage innovation. It proposes to hit 
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small businesses with a large increase in payroll tax. This is good subject matter for the committee to investigate 
further, given we hope small businesses could invest, expand and innovate. We should encourage small business 
to do those things. It would be the role of a parliamentary committee to further investigate whether this 
legislation, as put before the house, would carry out those desired effects or whether it would cause the contrary 
to happen. That is my suspicion, but I think a committee could further investigate, especially a quality committee 
that does such a fine job. I think that would be another good reason to follow through on these words in the 
motion itself. The committee could further investigate the ability of Western Australian businesses to invest, 
expand, employ and innovate. Of course all these things are important. The committee could also follow through 
on what this would mean for traineeships and apprenticeships that are certainly important. The committee could 
look at the effects on mature-age employment, which is clearly important. It could also look at the effects on 
regional communities, especially small businesses in local communities that are in trouble, and the capacity of 
communities to keep jobs and employment in their local areas. This is something that a committee could further 
investigate and report back to the house. 
I also note that there is somewhat of an incoherence between the federal government and the state government on 
this matter. That is something else on which the committee might be able to spend some time investigating. I heard 
last night in the federal budget just handed down the announcement of $5.5 billion worth of incentives for small 
business. The federal government is doing what it can to help, promote and foster small business so that it may 
invest, expand, employ and innovate, yet the state government is doing quite the opposite of those things by 
delaying this payroll tax threshold increase and certainly by increasing the cost on small business. The committee 
could perhaps work out whether those two directions of government contradict each another or cancel each other 
out, and whether we are net worse off or net better off as a result of these incentives. That would be useful 
information, because should this slug on small business be somewhat offset by the federal government small 
business initiatives, perhaps members on this side of the house may have some more reason to be somewhat 
supportive of the legislation. We need to know that information. However, only a parliamentary committee, rather 
than a whole-of-house committee with departmental advisers, would be able to get to the bottom of that line of 
investigation and determine whether the state of Western Australia, as a result of both these government initiatives 
and government take, would be better off. That would be a very useful role for a parliamentary committee to 
undertake, and it would be very useful information for all members of Parliament to have from all the regions 
around the state. I would also be supportive of the committee looking into something like that. 
As we know, there have been significant job losses, especially in the resources sector. Of course the resources 
sector is not all about big mining companies; it is also about many small businesses. I am sure that many of the 
17 000 small businesses for which we are asking this legislation to be referred to and investigated by the 
committee are in resources. There is actually a net job loss of around 20 000 in the resources sector alone. Given 
that there is such a large rise in unemployment coinciding with a tax slug on small business, a parliamentary 
committee could perhaps investigate how those two scenarios will interact. The parliamentary committee might 
have some useful information for all members of the house on what the effect will be on small business at a time 
when there is such a large lay-off of workers, especially in the mining and resources sector. The unemployment 
rate in Western Australia is now 5.8 per cent, which is the highest it has been for quite some time. There would 
be a useful role for the committee to perhaps look at how this effect on small business would correlate into even 
more job losses and what the extent of what those job losses might be. 

The unemployment rate for men at 5.8 per cent is the highest since the global financial crisis, so we are trending 
in the wrong direction here. I think a parliamentary committee would be quite right to look at whether it is the 
right time for this legislation or whether it would be best to wait until the job market has improved. The 
unemployment rate is higher in the regions than it is in the metropolitan area. Of course, as a regional member, 
that is of concern to me because we all know—as all regional members should know; I am not sure that all of 
them do—the effect that the loss of employment can have on regional communities. That is therefore another 
line of inquiry for the committee on what might be the outcome. I would encourage the committee, should it 
pursue this inquiry on this legislation, to perhaps call in some regional employers and some regional 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry representatives, and get a bit of a handle on what the impact of this 
legislation would be, especially in regional areas and in the regions themselves. I say that because it is getting 
difficult in regional areas, and the flow-on effects to communities are massive when jobs are lost. Some 
investigation by the Standing Committee on Legislation into what might happen there would be in order. My 
view, which is perhaps not as skilled as those on the committee, is that this legislation will have a devastating 
effect and make the employment situation in regional areas far worse. 

Another reason that I believe it would be an appropriate time for the legislation committee to further peruse this 
legislation is that the business environment is particularly tough. As members would know, my family operates 
a business and things are not easy at the moment. Right the way through from primary industry to secondary and 
tertiary industries, things are not easy in business at the moment. I do not believe it is a good time to be slugging 
business with another tax. Perhaps the committee could investigate whether my view is right or whether the 
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suck-it-up view of those in government is in fact the case. A committee would be able to look at both those 
situations and bring back to us information and a good report on whether we are right or whether business can 
indeed suck it up and — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order, member! I am looking at the proposed motion in front 
of the Chair now. I think the member is trying to get his contribution to fit into paragraph 1(a) of the motion. 
I would ask that he keep it narrow to those things. I do not see it anywhere suggested that a committee should 
look at the member’s view of the world or the government’s view, in his words, to suck it up. I would ask that 
the member confine his remarks exactly to the wording of the motion that is at hand. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President, and I will take your advice. I am certainly in 
agreement with those comments referring to paragraph 1(a) of the motion, which refers to the ability of 
Western Australian businesses to invest, expand, employ and innovate. I think that all those factors will be affected 
by this legislation and should be investigated by the committee. However, I shall take your advice and move on. 

Given that I am keeping my comments generally to paragraph 1(a) of the motion, which I think is an excellent 
clause, there would be the opportunity to get more widespread advice on that clause. We all agree that we should 
be encouraging investment, expansion, employment and innovation and, as I indicated before, we could get 
advice from both regional and country businesspeople who are experts in the field of employment. Many 
employment agencies and people who work in that sphere would be able to appear before the committee and 
give their version on whether or not business would be able to continue to invest, expand, employ and innovate 
as a consequence of this legislation. That would be important information for members to have by way of 
a report. The committee could also, if it so chose, call in people such as academics who have done research in 
the field of employment in regional areas and hear from them the effect payroll tax has on businesses. There 
would have been extensive and high-level research into the effects of payroll tax on small business. I am quite 
sure that if a committee went this way, it would be useful to hear about that contribution to the committee.  

The committee could also hear from government agencies because many government agencies may be affected 
by this bill. The committee could also speak with mining and agricultural industry representatives. Many 
secondary and tertiary businesses spin off from agriculture and mining, and the ability for them to invest, 
expand, employ and innovate is also very important because, as we all know, it is not always big businesses that 
come up with innovations or that expand and invest. More importantly, however, the biggest employer of all 
those four factors is small business, and this legislation will directly target small business, and a committee will 
be able to do useful work on finding out the effects of this legislation on employment. 

We have heard other members in the house speak at different times, certainly as recently as today—including senior 
members of government; those who have been in this place longer than I—about what a good idea it can be to send 
legislation to committees of all kinds. In this case we are referring this bill to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation, and some great outcomes have been achieved by committees bringing useful reports back to the house 
for members’ information. Even today, when the house was discussing another motion, the Leader of the House 
was saying what wonderful roles committees can play. I heard yesterday a member comment that even 
Hon Simon O’Brien in the past has been in favour of referring bills to committees. I think it is a useful thing to do. 

Hon Kate Doust: And Hon Jim Chown. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is interesting that even Hon Jim Chown has spoken in favour of referring 
legislation to committees. If government members are sometimes in favour of referring legislation to 
committees, should there not be some consistency here? I believe that the bill is obscure and is right against the 
policy that the government took to the last election. Should that not be enough reason for government members 
to support what the opposition is attempting to do? 

Committees do good work and it would ideal to refer this legislation to a committee, because to be honest this 
legislation is not great legislation. Even small business would agree that this legislation is not great—it is not 
what they thought was going to happen—so let us refer it to a committee so that there can be some further 
investigation of it. 

We have heard that recently—particularly in my time in this house—that bills such as the Succession to the 
Crown Bill 2014 and the Workforce Reform Bill 2013 were referred to a committee. I also think a committee of 
both houses was formed to examine the recognition of the rights of Indigenous Western Australians in the 
Constitution. Committees have done some fantastic work in the past and this will be a good opportunity for more 
of that work to be done. 

During this referral motion debate a member asked why this bill could not just go into the Committee of the 
Whole House. I believe it would be better to refer this legislation to the Standing Committee on Legislation 
because it is a committee of very experienced elected representatives and although departmental advisers are 
very skilled and have a lot of knowledge about the fine detail of the bill and how it will be administered by 
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government departments, there is a greater level of experience in those elected members of the standing 
committee. I do not want to repeat myself but, as I said before, it is a highly skilled committee and has some very 
experienced parliamentarians on it. I believe that the bill should be referred to the standing committee rather than 
being dealt with in the Committee of the Whole because it will be able to examine the detail of the bill in greater 
depth and involve and engage academics, mining representatives, employment professionals, experts in the field 
and those types of people who cannot be called before a Committee of the Whole. That is a better course of 
action and a reason for the legislation to be referred to a standing committee. 

I think I have mentioned this before, but we need to fully investigate why there has been a 180-degree 
turnaround and what this will mean for WA businesses and the WA economy. Although I accept that this will 
not be the role of the committee, there continues to be more and more — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Why waste time talking about that? 

Hon Darren West: All right then, I will not mention that. However, the less the Attorney General interjects, the 
less time I will take. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Stick to the point. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon DARREN WEST: There is probably a debate for another day about why we continue to keep taxing when 
spending is out of control—but I will leave that matter now. That could be something that perhaps the committee 
becomes aware of. 

Members may not be aware of this, but I have joined several chambers of commerce and industry in my 
electorate, including the Midwest Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the Northam Chamber of Commerce and 
the Narrogin Chamber of Commerce, and I can tell members that their members do not want to pay any more 
payroll tax. As a matter of fact, they were told that they would be paying less payroll tax. 

Hon Liz Behjat: What has that got to do with this? 

Hon DARREN WEST: They are another group of people who could give evidence to the committee. 

Hon Liz Behjat: Have you got a website you can read out? That would be a good idea. 

Hon Darren West: As I said before, Hon Liz Behjat, I take my role in holding the government to account very 
seriously. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is not to be a general debate across the chamber on this 
issue. We are in the second reading of the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 and the question before 
the house is a referral motion and Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I forgot to mention another group of people that the committee could talk to about the 
impact of this legislation on its members. I am sure that not only the metropolitan CCI but also the regional CCIs 
would echo the call for less payroll tax, not more. After all, that is what they were promised. I have recently 
inquired about joining the Wheatbelt Business Network in the eastern wheatbelt, and I think that it would have 
a similar view that its members would prefer not to pay any more payroll tax. Perhaps a committee could call in 
those sorts of organisations and get their points of view and bring that information back to the house. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: It doesn’t make it any more relevant. 

Hon DARREN WEST: If Hon Martin Aldridge wants to go to his electorate and sell a higher rate of payroll tax, 
that is a matter for him. I take my role here very seriously, and I do not think we should be hitting businesses. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am just responding to that comment. I do not think we should be hitting businesses 
anymore, and I am proud to go into my electorate and say I am fighting for small business in my electorate and 
I am trying to reduce the rate of payroll tax. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! If members are going to throw interjections across the chamber, 
then they have to expect that the member is going to want to reply to those interjections. I suggest that the 
interjections cease and that Hon Darren West direct his comments through the Chair. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: I will do so, because I do not have much time left. I have only a few more points to 
make, and I will make them. 

As I started to say, I take my role seriously here. The role of the opposition is to hold the government to account. 
One thing we can do is to get better information, and rather than take the National Party approach of 
rubberstamping every piece of legislation that comes before the house, we should investigate the impacts on 
regional electorates. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: You just opposed the committee. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I know the National Party is not interested in doing that. It is just the rubberstamp 
Nationals going bam, bam, and saying, “What else would the government like?” We should be sending this 
legislation before a committee to fully investigate the impacts of it on all areas of the state. I am telling members 
that it will be dramatic. One of the reasons members opposite do not want to refer this Taxation Legislation 
Amendment Bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation is because they know that to be the case. They do not 
want that detailed information in the public domain of exactly what the effect of the bill will be. If members 
opposite want to tell everyone in their electorates that they are in favour of businesses paying more payroll tax, 
that is fine. Why do we not get the information we need to make an informed decision of the bill’s impacts when 
it will have a devastating impact on businesses, especially in the regions and in this business environment? 
I cannot believe members opposite can just sit there, especially those who have some business acumen, and just 
rubber stamp this legislation through this house. They are going to rubber stamp because they will not even refer 
it to a committee for a full and thorough investigation of its impacts. That is the fact of it. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order members! Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It will be just a rubber stamp on another piece of legislation that has been passed by the 
other place. I think they are letting down their electorates and the whole state by continually introducing bills 
that require more income from businesses and individuals and that cause everything to cost more. We need to 
analyse some of this legislation. I am not sure whether members opposite are aware that the state is not travelling 
too well financially because of the government’s decisions! They need some help with some of this legislation. 
It would be a good idea to refer most of the government’s bills to committees. As I have repeatedly said in this 
place, not too many of them are too good. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The RSPCA issue was not about legislation; it was a motion. I will respond to that 
interjection. The RSPCA motion and the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill have two things in common, but 
it is not that they are legislation. One is an attack on the RSPCA and the other is an attack on small business. 
They are both attacks on different parts of society. If members want to refer one of their attacks to a committee 
to get stuck into the RSPCA and get further information on why they should have a witch-hunt on the RSPCA, 
why not refer this legislation to a committee for analysis on an assault on regional small businesses? Why do 
members opposite want to send one issue to a committee but not the other one? I would like to know that from 
members opposite. They will both have detrimental effects, so let them be referred to a committee for more 
information. I am quite sure that when the report comes back on the RSPCA, members opposite will find that 
that organisation is fine and doing its job of preventing cruelty to animals. However, when this report comes 
back on the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill it will be totally contrary to what members opposite expect. 
There will be adverse times ahead for small businesses as a result of this legislation and that is all the more 
reason members opposite, especially members who claim to represent regional Western Australia, should send 
this off for further investigation and analysis, rather than the National Party blindly rubber stamping every piece 
of legislation that comes before Parliament. We do not oppose every piece of legislation that comes in here—we 
support much of it—but members opposite rubber stamp and support every single piece of legislation that comes 
before the house. That is something I have noticed. So I think they should perhaps take some advice on this and 
vote to send it to the legislation committee. 

The Standing Committee on Legislation is a good committee and does very good work. We have all heard the 
great work committees do and the role they play. The fact that the Chair of Committees herself moved this 
motion should be a flag for everyone on the other side that it is not a bad idea. Nobody understands the system 
better than the Chair of Committees. Members opposite will make a rather large mistake by not fully 
investigating this bill via a committee. I understand that members of the National Party rubber stamp everything 
the Liberal Party has put up, but I think they should have done some more analysis on this. They can go to their 
electorates and say, “We didn’t even want to have a look at it; we supported the tax increase.” I do not think the 
electorate will be too pleased about any of that. I am running out of time. There are more reasons, but these are 
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all the reasons we should refer this legislation to the legislation committee. I wholeheartedly support the motion 
moved by the Chair of Committees and I urge all other members to support the motion. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: When members are ready, we might continue with consideration of matters 
before the house. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.54 pm]: I will take all of about 
three minutes to respond to this. We need to get on to discussing the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill itself. 
The government will not support this referral motion for quite obvious reasons. I have not been remotely 
convinced by the arguments put forward by members opposite that this bill needs to be referred to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. I emphasise that this is a very simple bill. There is no complexity to it whatsoever. 
It seeks to change payroll tax and provide for a few housekeeping issues. It does not need referral to 
a committee. I want to make that point quite clear. 

With regard to the necessity to send it to a committee based on the view that we have rushed through this 
legislation, as a number of members opposite suggested, there is no substance to that whatsoever. The house has 
had more than enough time to debate this legislation. We have been sitting here listening to members opposite 
debate referral of this legislation for well over a week. Every single member has pretty much used his or her time 
to the maximum and we are well aware of the issues they have been raised. I will spend a considerable amount 
of time in my response to the second reading speeches in a moment to clarify issues and then I will sit in the 
chair at the table for as long as it takes to ensure that I answer each and every one of members’ questions. That 
does not mean that we need to refer this bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation. 

As I said, attempts could have been made by members opposite to refer a number of other bills to the legislation 
committee since we recommenced in 2015. I have gone through each bill we have dealt with in this chamber 
since the beginning of this year and I have to say to members opposite—I will not do it because it does not relate 
to the motion at hand—that they would be embarrassed if they saw the parlous amount of time they spent on 
some very complex bills without any attempt to refer them to a committee. In some instances, very complex 
pieces of legislation did not even go to the Committee of the Whole. The Swan and Canning Rivers Management 
Amendment Bill, for example, was debated in the lower house for eight hours. In the Legislative Council 
members opposite spent 45 minutes on it and it did not even go into the Committee of the Whole. I have written 
out all of them. As I said, I will stick to the guidelines. All I am saying is that I would love a debate one day on 
the lack of scrutiny of legislation because I have a very powerful weapon in front of me—that is, the amount of 
time that members opposite — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order members! I might just remind the Leader of the House that saying you will 
not talk about something when you are continuing to talk about it does not bring you within the standing 
orders—although it is a very good effort! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Madam Deputy President; I was learning from Hon Darren West and 
I have to get back to correct procedure. 

As I said, for very good reason the government will not support referring this legislation to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. There is no need to. It is not a complex bill; it is a very simple bill. Members opposite 
may disagree with it philosophically, but sending it to the legislation committee will serve no purpose 
whatsoever. Members opposite need to understand that although they may disagree with the government on this 
legislation, that does not equate to providing justification for sending it to the legislation committee. Having said 
that, the government opposes the referral motion. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President casting her vote with the ayes, with the following 
result — 

Ayes (11) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Darren West 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Adele Farina Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot  
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Noes (19) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Jim Chown Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Robyn McSweeney 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis  

            
Pairs 

 Hon Ken Travers Hon Donna Faragher 
 Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Simon O'Brien 
Question thus negatived. 

Second Reading Resumed 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [6.03 pm] — in reply: We got there; 
it took a while, but we actually got there! I thank members opposite — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I just gave the call to the Leader of the House. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have not really even opened my mouth, and they all get excited! 

I thank members opposite for their contributions. Some of them even made mention of the bill, which was 
encouraging. I am sorry they are not supporting the legislation, but that is the opposition’s prerogative. That 
philosophical divide will continue for the duration of the committee stage. I am sure that we will be able to flesh 
out any issues that the opposition might have. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Hon Darren West has had his chance. Now I am giving members opposite a response 
to the issues that they have raised. The opposition has had plenty of time. I sat here and listened to members 
opposite for about 10 hours, so now I intend to respond to them, and then when I get into the chair for the 
committee stage, they can have another go. 

First of all, as we know, the Taxation Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 contains amendments to the 
Duties Act 2008, the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002. The primary 
amendments are to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act, and they seek to introduce a diminishing tax-free threshold 
with effect from 1 July 2015, as announced by the government in the midyear review. The amendments to the 
Duties Act and the Land Tax Assessment Act are of a housekeeping nature. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Far too many audible private conversations are taking place in the 
chamber. If they are important conversations, please continue them outside the chamber. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. 

I need to address a number of issues, so I will go through them one at a time. I will also deal with a few issues 
that were raised collectively. First of all, I will deal with the issues raised by Hon Ken Travers. He queried how 
the payroll tax diminishing exemption threshold helps the employment and economic prosperity of the state. No 
formal economic modelling of the payroll tax measure was undertaken. The government was conscious of these 
issues in its decision-making. As the Treasurer has noted publicly, the government wants to do what it can to 
limit the cost to households and businesses of accommodating the unprecedented collapse of mining royalties. 
The payroll tax measure represents about 10 per cent of the savings measures included in the midyear review, 
with the majority of the savings to be achieved through expenditure restraint. 

Hon Ken Travers queried why the government had not made reference to the Economic Regulation Authority 
report inquiring into microeconomic reform in Western Australia when making changes to the structure of 
payroll tax. The government is currently considering a number of recommendations contained in the ERA report. 
Constitutional constraints and the commonwealth’s effective monopoly on income taxes mean that the states are 
forced to rely on other sources of tax revenue to fund service delivery. Unfortunately, state tax reform is often 
difficult to implement in practice without national leadership and coordinated action with the other states. It can 
also be difficult to gain wide community support for revenue-neutral and revenue-positive tax reforms, which 
makes significant tax reform challenging in the current fiscal environment. Nonetheless, the state government 
will consider the scope for further state tax reforms in the context of the commonwealth government’s 
white papers on reform of Australia’s tax system, and reform of the Federation. 
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Hon Ken Travers noted that the ERA report on microeconomic reform quotes November 2013 data from 
Treasury to the effect that there were 12 000 payroll tax payers, and queried why this was different from the 
estimate contained in the second reading speech of around 17 000 employers who would be affected by the 
payroll tax changes. This difference primarily reflects the fact that it is comparing two different measures. The 
2012–13 data provided to the ERA showed that there are around 12 200 entities that lodge payroll tax returns, 
but some of these entities are groups of employers that have been counted as single entities. The same data 
provided to the ERA showed that that there are around 16 300 employers, when we look through the groups. In 
2015–16, it is estimated that there will be around 12 800 entities that lodge payroll tax returns, comprising just 
over 17 000 employers. 
Hon Ken Travers queried what work the government had done in comparing its changes to payroll tax with the 
payroll tax schemes in other states, in particular Queensland. The government is aware of the payroll tax 
arrangements in the other states and territories and had regard to these when considering this proposal. 
Hon Ken Travers queried how the payroll tax diminishing exemption threshold helps the employment and 
economic prosperity of the state. No formal economic modelling of the payroll tax measure was undertaken. The 
government was conscious of these issues in its decision-making. As the Treasurer has noted publicly, the 
government wants to do whatever it can to limit the cost to households and businesses of accommodating an 
unprecedented collapse of mining royalties. The payroll tax measures represent about 10 per cent of the savings 
measures included in the midyear review, with the majority of the savings to be achieved through expenditure 
restraint. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy queried why larger businesses were subject to a smaller percentage increase in payroll tax 
relative to smaller businesses. The way the gradual diminishing threshold has been designed, businesses with 
a payroll exceeding $7.5 million will remit a greater additional dollar amount of payroll tax than businesses with 
a payroll between $800 000 and $7.5 million. A business with a payroll greater than $7.5 million will be required 
to remit up to an additional $44 000 of payroll tax in 2015–16 compared with 2014–15. The effective rate of 
payroll tax increases with the size of the payroll. A business with a payroll of $1 million will have an effective 
payroll tax rate of 1.23 per cent while a business with a payroll of $10 million will have an effective payroll tax 
rate of 5.5 per cent. 
Hon Stephen Dawson asked how much of the $379 million forecast additional revenue relates to regional 
Western Australia as opposed to metropolitan Western Australia. It is not possible to determine the breakdown 
between regional and metropolitan WA as a large number of employers operate in both regional and 
metropolitan regions. They do not split their wages between regions for payroll tax purposes. 
Hon Stephen Dawson asked also why there is a difference in the forecast revenue for the payroll tax measures 
shown in the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement of $418 million and the amount shown in 
the second reading speech of $397 million. The government decided not to proceed with the announced deferral 
of the increase in the tax-free threshold to $850 000 from 1 July 2016 to 1 July 2017. Had these measures 
proceeded, it would have resulted in additional revenue of $21 million in 2016–17; that is, $397 million plus 
$21 million equals $418 million. That provides that differentiation. 

A number of members, including Hon Darren West, incorrectly stated that the government has broken another 
promise by deferring the scheduled increase in the payroll tax-free threshold to $850 000 from 1 July 2015. 
However, Hon Sally Talbot noted that the government was not proceeding with the deferral, as announced in the 
midyear review, but questioned why. As a point of clarification, several members stated that the government had 
broken another promise by deferring the scheduled increase in the payroll tax-free threshold to $850 000 from 
1 July 2016. As I have stated, this is incorrect and the increase will proceed as legislated for in the 
Revenue Laws Amendment Act 2014. As I said, Hon Sally Talbot correctly noted that the government was not 
proceeding with the deferral of the increase in the threshold as announced in the midyear review and questioned 
why. Following the announcement of the midyear review, the government reconsidered its position on the 
deferral and decided not to proceed with it. The measure represented only a small component, being 
$20.8 million, of the revenue and savings measures, being $3.8 million, announced in the midyear review. 
Hon Adele Farina asked why the words “up to an additional $44 000” was used to describe the increase for employers 
who pay wages of more than $7.5 million. Employers who pay wages in Western Australia and other jurisdictions do 
not receive the full WA payroll tax threshold as it is allocated pro rata based on the proportion of wages paid in WA. 
As these employers do not currently receive the full exemption threshold when it phases out completely, the reduction 
in threshold will be less than $800 000 and therefore the increase will be less than $44 000. 
Hon Adele Farina queried when the retrospective determination of tax liability resulting from the commissioner 
disregarding a minor interest in land would be for more than five assessment years. The commissioner is 
generally limited to making a reassessment within five years of the issue of the original assessment. The 
commissioner can only reassess more than five years after the original assessment if instructed to do so in the 
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course of review proceedings—for example, the State Administrative Tribunal or the Supreme Court—or if the 
previous assessment was based on false or misleading information or if there are reasonable grounds for 
suspecting that there has been a deliberate evasion of taxation. In these circumstances, the commissioner can 
reassess for more than five assessment years. 

Hon Adele Farina queried what other changes will be made to the Land Tax Assessment Act as referred to in the 
second reading speech. There are two other changes: allowing the taxpayer to instigate review proceedings to 
challenge the commissioner’s decision to disallow an extension of time to apply for a concession relating to the 
land tax payable on a newly subdivided lot, explained in detail in clause 8 of the explanatory memorandum; and 
amending the glossary of the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 to take into account changes to the Strata Titles 
Act 1985 as a consequence of the Building Act 2011. That is explained in detail in clause 11 of the EM. 

A number of members made comments on education generally and problems with schools et cetera, which has 
come through in a number of debates in recent times. All I can say to those comments is that, as I have always 
said, funding for education in Western Australia has increased by 61 per cent from 2008 to 2015. That is a fact. 
Teachers remain the highest paid in the nation. That is a fact. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I agree; cuts are facts. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Our schools are the highest resourced of any state in the nation. That is a fact. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The member should look at the “Report on Government Services” data. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am glad that Hon Adele Farina interjected because I noticed a media release that she 
put out just recently that queried that. I suggest that Hon Adele Farina get around her details before she puts out 
misleading — 

Hon Adele Farina: I did; I went to the very document you referred to. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is the RoGS data. If Hon Adele Farina disagrees with the RoGS data, perhaps 
she should deal with every other state. We cannot adjust the RoGS data for Western Australia and not the other 
states. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Our schools are collectively funded — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! We cannot have two members making a speech at the same time. The Hansard 
reporters are not ventriloquists. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The RoGS data is put out by the Productivity Commission. In anyone’s language, it 
does not matter which figures we look at, whether it be the RoGS data or the raw data—our schools are the 
highest funded. That is why we missed out on funding under Gonski from the Labor government. The RoGS 
data is the principal formula for determining collective funding for schools. That is a fact. Whether 
Hon Adele Farina likes it or not, they are the facts. 

Finally, I will refer to the transportables that were mentioned by a number of members because we got the 
impression that the number of transportables in Western Australian schools had absolutely blown out of the 
water since we have been in office. In fact, I think the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Sue Ellery, referred to 
them as “detention centres” in the media, which I thought was a little intemperate and probably not her normal, 
more measured response. We would therefore assume that the number of transportables under the 
Liberal government has exploded. Let us look at the facts because I like dealing with facts as opposed to what is 
in the ether. In 2015, 1 804 transportables are in our 800 schools. That is not ideal but that is a fact. Let us look at 
how many transportables were in our schools in 2008. There were 1 800, so it has gone up by four. But at the 
same time, we have had an increase of 39 114 students. Once again, before members opposite make comments 
such as that, they should deal with the facts. 

I have gone through all the questions that were asked. If anyone would like to ask anything else, perhaps they 
can ask me during Committee of the Whole. I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

House adjourned at 6.20 pm 
__________ 
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