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PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT (THRESHOLDS) BILL 2019 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 February. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [3.43 pm]: Although I understand that many members have a great 
degree of interest in the functioning of the house, I am immensely excited to be debating a bill that will reduce the 
payroll tax in the state of Western Australia on a number of small businesses — 
The PRESIDENT: Member, I am going to interrupt you before you hit full flight. I imagine that you are going to 
tell us shortly that you are indeed the lead speaker for your party on this bill. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am, Madam President. 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am very excited to be debating this bill before the house that will reduce the payroll 
tax on some of the small businesses in Western Australia. Although I am the lead speaker for the opposition, I have 
given an undertaking not to take what might be considered my usual amount of time to discuss issues of finance 
and taxation, an issue about which I am highly passionate—I am sure members will be disappointed—so I will try 
to cut this back to a fairly straightforward cut-through presentation. 
I have said on numerous occasions that payroll tax is a tax on employment in Western Australia, and I take great 
pride in the fact that I have been opposed to its increases over a long time. In fact, I bring to members’ attention 
a few comments that I have made in this place over the last couple of years. I will start with when we discussed the 
Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2019, which simply changed some of the way that payroll tax applied 
to apprentices and trainees. I said — 

In my view, we start this process by acknowledging that payroll tax is anathema to business. It is a tax on 
jobs and, although we endure it, we do not like it and we certainly would like to see it eased. Perhaps 
when we examine the government’s 2020–21 budget—the budget that leads to the next election in 2021—
I will not be surprised if we see some small alterations to the administration of payroll tax, just so the 
government can say that it is making a difference. 

I went on to say — 
… that might be the opportunity for us all to see perhaps a slight shift in the thresholds of payroll tax. 

On 6 August 2019, I doubled down on that comment when we discussed the issue again. That was the great debate 
in which we introduced the concept of the trickle-down effect, which is a topic that we will come back to when 
we have the fullness of time to do it appropriately, which is not in debate on the bill before the house today. 
I said — 

I suspect that we might see the Treasurer in his 2020 budget talking about extending the $850 000 threshold 
for the introduction of payroll tax to something a bit higher. He could be quite conservative and go to 
$1 million or he might be brave and go to anything up to $1.5 million. The time to do that is when the 
government has cash in the bank, because it will give it an immediate hit. If the Treasurer goes to only 
$1 million, it will not be a big immediate hit. 

I read these comments as an indication that, in my view, payroll tax is always a problem for small businesses. 
As I have said in this place before, we tax payroll like we tax land—because it is easy to see and difficult to hide. 
It is the easy tax to apply, but it is also a tax that applies to business and employment. I am very pleased to see 
a bill before the house today that will provide some easing of payroll tax to a number of small businesses. For that 
reason, the opposition will be supporting the bill. 

I find the payroll tax issue very important. Over time, I have been trying to work out what sorts of levels of payroll 
tax should apply, and I want to apply a little bit of history to this. On 6 August last year, I asked a question on 
notice of the Treasurer. I asked for the breakdown of payroll tax between various payrolls, from $850 000 up to 
a $4 million payroll. The answer I received said — 

The Treasurer is due to table the 2018–19 Annual Report on State Finances before the end of September 2019. 
This report will include audited financial outcomes, including payroll tax collected for the 2018–19 
financial year. 

If the member has specific questions in relation to the 2018–19 Annual Report on State Finances I would 
ask that they be held over until after the report is tabled. 
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I did not ask for anything relating to the 2018–19 Annual Report on State Finances; I asked the Treasurer what the 
payroll tax liabilities were for various payrolls in the 2018–19 financial year. I would have thought that information on 
6 August was probably reasonably able to be delivered by the Treasurer. However, I was told to wait. I resubmitted 
that question, as indicated by the Treasurer, after the end of September. On 24 October, I resubmitted the same question 
to the Treasurer. That was answered quite reasonably on 28 November 2019, but—surprise, surprise—in between 
the refusal to answer the question and the answering of the question, the state of Western Australia’s government 
delivered payroll tax relief to Western Australian businesses, and it did that in the press release of 31 October 2019. 
Guess what, Madam President? The government announced that it would increase the threshold of payroll tax initially 
from $850 000 to $950 000 on an annual basis, and to $1 million from 1 January 2021. Surprisingly enough, that is 
very close to the statements that I made almost a year earlier. Surprise, surprise—as predicted, in the lead-up to its 
2020 budget, the state government announced the payroll tax relief. That payroll tax relief is a very good idea. In fact, 
I thought it was a great idea, considering I had been calling for it for six months prior to its release. That is the joy 
of being in opposition versus being in government: in opposition, one gets to call for action; in government, one gets 
to deliver action. I am sure it is annoying for the Treasurer if the opposition starts calling for something that he is 
going to do anyway, because then it gets to claim a little bit of credit, so I will take just a smidgen of credit for that. 

The reason it was fairly obvious to me that payroll tax movement was on the cards was that, as I have said in this 
place on numerous occasions—sitting over there, not necessarily standing here—the government has, to its benefit, 
experienced the largesse of what I call the 2019 mini-boom of iron ore prices, which has resulted in a significant 
increase of iron ore royalties to the state of Western Australian. It is very hard to get an update on that. To be 
honest, it was very hard to get an update on the daily iron ore price. When I asked questions without notice about 
this, the Treasurer used to tell me to go to the newspaper. Luckily, the same newspaper, as we discovered a couple 
of weeks ago, tells us that the Treasurer gets that information delivered to his inbox every day and cannot go to sleep 
without it. It is like his economic teddy bear. I think the Treasurer and I both take the issue of the iron ore royalties 
very, very seriously, because it allows this government the capacity to provide some payroll tax relief, which it 
was always going to do, and I think we predicted that quite accurately. 

It was announced on 31 October 2019 that the government would move the $850 000 threshold to $950 000 from 
1 January 2020, and then again to $1 million from 1 January 2021. That was great news. I think the twofold increase 
in revenue prompted this delivery; that is, firstly, a $2.5 to $3 billion windfall of iron ore. I would be very interested 
to know what the email looked like in the Treasurer’s inbox last night. As the Treasurer advised, I went to The West 
Australian, which stated that a tonne of iron ore is worth $US88 and a bit at the moment. I would say that, given 
the Treasurer predicted it at a much lower value, the Treasury is still reaping in hundreds of millions of dollars of 
additional revenue than expected in the budget each and every month, but I would be interested to see that. 

The other windfall for this government has been the fixing of the GST. The GST income to this state is now 
significantly higher—to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars generally—although I note that the total turnover 
of GST has been an issue for all the states because, as consumption plateaus, GST revenues across the board drops, 
and then each state’s revenues will drop somewhat, and I suspect we will see a significant impact on GST turnover 
from the inactivity due to the coronavirus pandemic. In the minister’s reply, he might like to make a note of that 
and make mention. I know we are being like Nostradamus; however, given that we predicted the $1 million threshold 
accurately six months before it was announced, I think that we can be a bit like Nostradamus today and suggest 
that there will be a decline in GST revenues across the state as consumption modifies. Unless the GST on toilet paper 
holds us up and maintains us, I suspect that the other GSTs might decline significantly. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Can I stop the member there for a second. Can the member just clarify what he would like 
me to mention in my reply? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Basically, I am making the assumption that for the GST collected by the commonwealth 
on behalf of the states, a tax on consumption will drop because of the restrictions imposed by coronavirus. I am 
assuming the state government is taking that into account in its forward budgeting process; I would be astounded 
if it is not. The minister may not be in a position to tell us but, if he could, I would appreciate it. It is certainly not 
something on which the opposition’s support of the bill hinges, but I would be interested to know if the minister 
is taking account of and assessing that reduction. 

The twofold windfall of revenue in Western Australia has allowed the state government to provide some modest 
payroll tax relief to businesses in Western Australia, and I think that is a great outcome. I thank the government 
for it. Of course, it might be noted that this is not the only time that we have debated this issue, but it should be 
moved at this time, given the income for the state and the impact on businesses in Western Australia. 

I make a quick note about the timing of the debate, because I think that is also of interest. This bill was mooted in 
a press release on 31 October 2019 titled “McGowan Government delivers payroll tax relief for WA businesses”. 
It was not introduced into this Parliament in the other place until 28 November, which, of course, made it a little 
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tricky, particularly with the changes that were supposed to occur on 1 January. The original bill before the house, 
which the minister will amend, suggested that there would be a threshold increase from $850 000 to $950 000 
on 1 January 2020. I would have thought that the time frame on the original bill introduced into Parliament was 
pretty tight, particularly given there are limited numbers of sitting days in the process. The bill’s introduction on 
28 November very much limited the capacity for debate in the other place, and means that we are debating the bill 
before the house today, when thresholds were supposed to change on 1 January 2020. 

One of my questions—shall I continue, Madam President? 

The PRESIDENT: It is all right. Lots of unusual things will happen this week. We just have to ride with it. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Certainly, Madam President. Winging it is my specialty. 

I ask the minister to clarify the time frames. As I understand it—the minister may correct me if my understanding 
is inaccurate—the original bill before the house was going to change the $850 000 threshold to $950 000 for the 
half year beginning 1 January 2020, but this bill was not going to be debated, given the time frame of its introduction 
and certainly given the fact that this chamber was concentrating on other issues at the end of last year. If this bill 
is passed, changes to that threshold are effectively retrospective. I am interested to see how that retrospectivity, if 
it applies, is going to be managed; that is, whether there will be a compensatory mechanism to catch up those 
businesses that would have been benefiting from that additional $100 000 lift in the annual threshold, given that, 
even with the Minister for Environment’s proposed amendment to clause 4 on the supplementary notice paper, the 
bill proposes a shift from an annual threshold of $850 000 to $950 000 for the half year beginning 1 January 2020. 
There must be a mechanism by which this retrospectivity is addressed. I guess the argument is that those businesses 
that are affected make spread-out payments, so if they are not paying it frequently, by the time we get there, they may 
be able to use the new system. But I would have suspected that some of those businesses are paying their payroll 
tax more frequently, so there will need to be some sort of catch-up mechanism to make sure that they are covered. 
Would the minister address that when he responds to avoid our going into Committee of the Whole if possible? 

The time frame was very tight. There were only a limited number of days in November. The houses rose in early 
December. In February, Parliament sat from 11 to 13 February and 18 to 20 February. On 19 February it was debated 
in the lower house, passed and transmitted to this chamber. It was a tight set of circumstances. I do get the politics 
of not giving away what one is about to do before one does it. I understand that I struggled to get answers to questions 
before the government released its long-planned agenda and increased the threshold for payroll tax. 

I have a couple of other questions I would like the minister to consider. The first is the cost of bringing forward the 
additional threshold the extra six months. Under the original tax threshold changes, it was not until 1 January 2021 
that the threshold would move to the equivalent of $1 million. It will now move six months earlier. Can the minister 
give an indication of the cost to state coffers of the move of simply bringing forward that threshold an extra six 
months? I think that would be interesting. Another matter I want to raise goes back to something we debated a little 
while ago. We made some changes to the payroll tax process a couple of years ago in the Pay-roll Tax Amendment 
(Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. For those payroll tax, taxation and economic junkies among us, we 
changed the Pay-roll Tax Act 2002 to introduce a temporary progressive payroll tax scale for five years commencing 
on 1 July 2018 and concluding on 30 June 2023. That was effectively a budget repair device in the first year of 
this government. Under the proposed arrangement, employers who pay in excess of $100 million in wages will be 
subject to a progressive payroll tax scale that operates on the basis that the rate of payroll tax progressively increases 
as the employer’s wages bill increases. I do not have to hand how much that was expected to raise—I apologise 
for that. Effectively, it would increase payroll tax on those businesses whose wages bill was over $100 million. 

We changed payroll tax thresholds because that is the easiest way to make changes for the lowest end of the 
debate—that is, those businesses with a small number of employees. A $1 million wages bill probably, depending 
on the industry, can be as little as half a dozen or as many as 15 to 16 full-time equivalents. It is the small end of 
town. As we are trying to assist the small end of town, we give them the benefits first. The easiest way to do that 
is to raise the threshold, and when we do that we do two things: we reduce the number of small businesses that 
pay payroll tax and because of the sliding scale up to the threshold of $7.5 million in wages, we reduce the amount 
that all those businesses pay—that is, the cost associated with relief in payroll tax. When you lift the threshold, 
you cut out some businesses. However, because of the determined amount as part of the payroll tax calculation—
I know that is complicated for members who have not been involved in the payroll tax system—there is a sliding 
scale. Up to total wages of $7.5 million, the amount of payroll tax paid is reduced. 

I have a final significant question for the minister. These increases reduce payroll tax at the bottom end. The 
31 October 2019 government media release refers to shifting the original thresholds. That was prior to moving the 
$1 million threshold to six months earlier. The original proposal, according to the media release, was — 
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… 1,000 businesses in Western Australia no longer being liable for any payroll tax, while also cutting 
payroll tax liability for an additional 11,000 businesses. 

Therefore, 1 000 businesses that cut below that threshold drop out completely. However, up to $7.5 million, those 
remaining businesses also have a reduced liability because of the calculation that is worked out. Over that amount, 
the question therefore is: what additional benefit is there for those businesses whose payroll exceeds $7.5 million? 
An amount of $7.5 million may seem like a significant amount of money, and for most of us in this chamber 
I suspect it is. However, the reality is that $7.5 million in wages is an employer in this state employing a significant 
number of people and also having to pay a significant impost on that. I can provide those particular numbers. 
According to the answer I finally received, 761 businesses are paying a wage bracket between $3 million and 
$4 million. In answer to my question on 24 October 2019, from $850 000 to $1 million, the number of businesses 
was 1 144. A bit over 1 000 would be avoiding payroll tax completely with that one. For those businesses whose 
payroll exceeds $7.5 million, and those businesses in particular for whom we put up the sliding scale for businesses 
whose payroll is over $100 million, do any of the proposals under the government’s packages currently provide 
any payroll relief for any of those businesses? I assume there is no change for the $7.5 million to $100 million 
bracket—they continue to pay payroll tax. 

Can the minister also comment particularly on the impacts of the Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit 
Remediation) Bill 2017? The five years of reconstruction, shall we call it, was supposed to be in place from 1 July 2018 
to 30 June 2023, and was expected to raise an extra $435 million from 2018–19 to 2020–21. I presume those measures 
are still in place—that businesses are still paying the additional payroll tax. I assume that there is no relief for those 
businesses who are, let us say, at the upper end of the pay–wages bills. Could the minister answer those questions 
as we go through? The support of the opposition for this bill is not determined by the answer to any one of those, 
but I would appreciate getting an answer to those as best as he is able. 

I cannot tell how much time I have left to speak, but I think it is time to move on. The opposition supports the bill 
before the house. We absolutely support the proposal that small businesses in Western Australia should pay less 
payroll tax. We have always believed that; I certainly have. Members might note that I did not vote in favour of the 
Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 because I could not bring myself to support 
payroll tax increases as the solution to government economics and the fiscal situation. I believe that we should address 
the issue of payroll tax and keep it to a minimum. I am very pleased that that was announced in the budget and 
I am even more pleased that I predicted it some months before it appeared. I hope to be able to have a conversation 
in more depth in upcoming months about what the budget might look like. I will certainly be supporting the 
changes proposed by the minister. The opposition supports the bill. 

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [4.10 pm]: The only objection I have to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment 
Amendment (Thresholds) Bill 2019 is that it does not go far enough. Payroll tax is one of those very insidious 
taxes that employers resent. They build a business, they employ people and then they get a bill; whether they make 
a profit or a loss, they get a bill for employing people. As I have expressed in here before, it is a tax not only on 
the direct wages to the employee, but also on their superannuation and any other entitlement or benefit they may 
receive. It is all grossed up and employers pay payroll tax. However, I am pleased that there will be some relief for 
small business because the thresholds will be lifted. Effectively, this bill will confirm the pre-enactment changes 
made by the Minister for Finance for the first rise in the threshold from $850 000 to $950 000, which took place 
on 1 January. That pre-enactment must be confirmed before 1 July because, otherwise, the threshold will go back 
to $850 000. It will also bring forward the proposal to lift the threshold from $950 000 to $1 million from 1 January 
next year to July this year. That is good news for small business. It is estimated that approximately 1 000 businesses 
will benefit from this legislation. As Hon Dr Steve Thomas pointed out, predominantly smaller businesses will 
benefit from it. Businesses with a payroll of $7.5 million or more actually pay payroll tax on the entire amount, 
from the first dollar, so medium to large businesses will continue to pay payroll tax. 

We have to consider that as COVID-19 has gone through the economy and absolutely destroyed a lot of businesses 
and their ability to employ people, many that would have been paying payroll tax because they were over the 
$950 000 threshold will now not be paying payroll tax because they have closed up shop. Their employees have 
gone home. Therefore, this financial year, and probably next financial year, those businesses that would have 
normally paid payroll tax simply will not be paying it because they will not have employed people for much of this 
year. The government’s ability to raise revenue from payroll tax will be under pressure from two sources: first, the 
threshold has been increased and, second, on top of that, many small businesses will no longer be paying payroll 
tax because they are experiencing hard times and have closed their businesses. 

Providing businesses payroll tax relief will assist the recovery phase after this virus leaves us, hopefully in the near 
future rather than in the medium term. I recall a very excellent motion on payroll tax relief for country business 
that was moved by Hon Robin Scott. I think that country WA will suffer more economically from COVID-19 than 
anywhere else because a lot of very small businesses will be affected. Hon Robin Scott’s motion proposed that 
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there be relief for businesses that operate outside metropolitan Perth. I know that in Tasmania any new business 
that operates in the country have been offered concessions and have got a three-year payroll tax holiday. Those 
sorts of payroll tax incentives are certainly very welcome because they will enable businesses to recover quickly 
so that they can employ people and be up and running again as soon as they possibly can. 
I certainly do support this bill. I see that the Minister for Environment has a raft of amendments to make to this bill. 
I am sure that most of those amendments are to do with being able to put into effect a lot of the changes that we 
need to deal with COVID-19. But with that, I support this bill. 
HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [4.14 pm]: One Nation will reluctantly support this Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Thresholds) Bill 2019. I will always support a reduction in payroll tax, which, as I have 
said before, is not actually a tax; it is more of a fine. By raising the payroll tax threshold from $850 000 to $950 000 
and, then in 2021, to $1 million is helpful but it does not go far enough. Payroll tax is a fine created by the 
Western Australian government, and now is a perfect time to get rid of this job-killing and business-destroying 
tax. At the moment, thousands of people are losing their jobs and many businesses are closing or are winding down 
to more manageable sizes. Payroll tax will dry up over the next few months. I believe getting rid of payroll tax 
now will speed up the recovery of businesses in the future when we get over COVID-19. 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [4.15 pm]: I always welcome an opportunity to reduce 
taxes even when it is by only a small amount. The increase in the payroll tax threshold has been coming for a long 
time, and it is frustrating that it has taken something like an economic crisis caused by a viral outbreak to spur 
Parliament into passing the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Thresholds) Bill 2019. The bill was announced 
in October 2019 and it has taken until the end of March 2020 to have an opportunity to debate and vote on it. 
It is also interesting that all those folks who just a few months ago were saying that payroll tax is not a tax on jobs 
and has very little, if any, effect on employment are now silent. They are silent because they understand that they are 
hypocrites and they know deep down in their hearts, no matter what they say, that payroll tax does have an impact 
on employment. Every cent collected by the state government through payroll tax is a cent that could have gone 
into someone’s pay cheque; it could have gone into employing someone to do something productive, rather than 
going to bureaucrats and administrators to administer ill-conceived and inefficient government training grants. The 
bill is a welcome measure to increase the threshold and to reduce the burden of payroll tax on profitable companies, 
and it is especially important to do so now during these economic hard times caused by the coronavirus. Of course, 
we should be going further. Rather than looking at economic stimulus through direct payments through transfer of 
wealth from productive sectors of the economy to the less productive sectors of the economy, the government should 
be employing a policy of tax cuts, payroll tax holidays, or, better yet, an abolition of payroll tax entirely. I think 
now would be a perfect time for it. It would be a far more effective way of delivering aid to people who need it rather 
than directing payments through transfers of wealth, primarily because the current hardship felt by most people 
has been imposed by the government; it has been created by government unnecessarily. It has been charging people 
payroll tax while forcing them to close the doors of their business. It is a rather perverse scenario: folks, perhaps 
in the hospitality industry, have been told by the government that they must close shop, they must close their doors 
to customers; yet, if they keep their staff on, and continue to pay them, they will have to pay a tax on that. 
I certainly welcome this bill, but I think that it could go further. I look forward to the speedy passage of the bill to 
at least provide some relief, even if only to a few small businesses. It is certainly better than nothing. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, there is a bottle of hand sanitiser at the table, so if people feel the need when they 
are up at that table, feel free to use it, if you choose.  
HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [4.19 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker for the Greens on the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Thresholds) Bill 2019, which is intended to encourage more employment. That is a good 
thing; we appreciate that. Bringing in these reductions is a good thing and advancing them further because of 
COVID-19 and the things that we are trying to do makes even more sense. 
The measures in the bill will reduce payroll tax revenue by $170 million, maybe $177 million, over the next 
four years by increasing the payroll tax exemption threshold for employers with annual Australian taxable wages 
below $7.5 million. The current threshold is $850 000. The pre-enactment provisions allowed the government to 
bring this forward to 1 January this year to raise the threshold to $950 000, with the intention that it would go up 
to $1 million on 1 January next year but the amendments will bring that forward to 1 July. I see no complications 
arising from the pre-enactment provisions and the amendments that are being made because they apply to the payroll 
tax that has become payable as of 1 January and the provisions allow for a maximum of six months, which expires 
on 6 June, so assuming that we pass this bill before 6 June, that should be no problem. The calculations that take 
into account the midyear change are complex. Luckily, the amendments that are being made make them less complex 
because it is not a midyear change from one year to the other. I understand from the briefings that I had that the 
state government does not expect this to trouble most employers because the calculations have been done by the state 
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revenue online system. That makes sense, but as an accountant, I have some concern about this. I would expect that 
each organisation will want to confirm those calculations, and there are likely to be commercial payroll software 
changes to provide this confirmation. This being the case, I will leave it those organisations to do that, but I expect 
that the amendments that go through will make that job a little bit easier by having an end-of-year change rather 
than a mid-term change. I take it that it was a political decision to do it midyear and to bring it on as soon as possible. 
That is how things work. Luckily, the amendments will change that so that it will not be as difficult for two years 
because there will be one change in one year, the midyear. 
I understand from government estimates that about 70 per cent of employers who currently pay payroll tax will 
benefit from this bill—that is, those that have a payroll of less than $7.5 million. The threshold is $850 000, but it 
will change to $950 000 and then to $1 million. Employers with payrolls of between $750 000 and $1 million will 
be able to take partial advantage of that as they get closer to a $7.5 million payroll, which is when it phases out. 
The first increase on 1 January took roughly 700 employers under the new threshold, which was a really good benefit 
for them. I am sure that they appreciate that and I imagine that for those that have already paid payroll tax this 
year, that has already come into account. As I understand it, the government was working on that to make those 
changes as soon as 1 January came around. The change to a $1 million threshold will affect another 300 employers 
that are currently under the $1 million threshold. A total of 11 000 employers will have their payroll tax liability 
reduced as the threshold amount is phased in on total wages of $7.5 million. That will definitely be a bonus for those 
11 000 employers. I acknowledge that because the payroll tax has a fixed amount at that threshold, part of this is 
really just making up for bracket creep. As an employer’s total wages bill rises, they move into the next bracket, 
so they move above that threshold and incur a payroll tax liability for that. The Greens’ policies for small business 
and economics aim to remove payroll tax altogether and replace it with other progressive taxes that do not impact 
on those on low incomes or limit employment opportunities, which payroll tax can do. 
Although taxpayers will welcome the tax relief that this payroll tax threshold rise allows, we need to be sure that the 
government ensures that what it gives with one hand is not taken away with the other. As was mentioned earlier, due to 
iron ore prices and a number of other factors, we are in a position in which this can be done with little negative impact 
at this time. However, when we look at total revenue, we have to make sure that we do not try to reduce services or 
other things for different groups of people in the state. We have to make sure that an increase to the payroll tax threshold 
and a subsequent reduction of revenue does not correspond with reductions in the provision of existing services for 
Western Australians. It is a little bit difficult at this time as so much is changing because of the situation that we are in. 
If we set aside the emergency situation that we are in, we must make sure that this increase in the threshold and the 
reduction of revenue does not take away from the provision of other services. We do not want to see any cost shifting 
or any reduced services, and we will continue to scrutinise any changes that are made to recoup that lost revenue. 
With that, the Greens support this bill. We support the amendments that will increase the threshold from $950 000 
to $1 million and make sure that it is brought back into line from 1 July rather than 1 January 2021. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, the question is that the bill be read a second time. Leader of the House. 
A government member interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Sorry; Leader of the Opposition. I keep making this faux pas! 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [4.26 pm]: Yes, the anointed one! 
The PRESIDENT: No; it is just to make you feel good, Leader of the Opposition. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I am the Leader of the House again! 
With that, Madam President, I think it is a very good bill and the opposition will be supporting it. 
The PRESIDENT: That was a very interesting contribution, Leader of the Opposition! 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [4.26 pm] — in reply: At the 
outset, I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his extensive support and goodwill over the past week on a variety 
of issues that we have been dealing with, including those that we have dealt with today. I thank honourable members 
for making contributions on this bill. I appreciate their support and the support of Hon Dr Steve Thomas, who is, 
perhaps, a soothsayer. I might ask him for some assistance with next week’s lottery numbers. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas asked about the time frame and why this bill was announced last year but is being dealt 
with only now. The Taxation Administration Act 2003 contains pre-enactment provisions, so after the gazettal of 
a decision like this, the requirement is that the Parliament needs to deal with the issue within six months. The 
Treasurer has used those provisions. The member also asked about the benefits for businesses with a payroll over 
$7.5 million. Such businesses do not benefit from the exemption threshold. They pay payroll tax on their entire 
wages. This is unchanged by this mandate. Debt and deficit remediation measures are still in force for employers 
with wages over $100 million. Relief measures are available for businesses with payrolls between those two amounts. 
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They can apply for an interest-free payment arrangement to pay their payroll tax. They can apply for a late payment 
penalty tax if they are financially impacted by COVID-19. Other relief measures apply only to medium businesses. 

In relation to the question about the cost of bringing forward the increase to a $1 million threshold by six months, the 
answer is $7 million in 2020–21. Hon Dr Steve Thomas asked whether the state government has taken into account 
the impact of coronavirus on consumption and the GST pool. Yes, the state government is continuing to engage with 
the commonwealth to monitor potential impacts of any reduction in consumption on GST receipts and the state’s 
GST grant. An update will be included in the October state budget. In terms of other support for large businesses, 
the state government’s COVID-19 economic response will give many Western Australians the confidence to spend 
and support our economy. Further measures to support the state’s economy will be rolled out as required. I will 
check my notes to see whether there was anything else that Hon Dr Steve Thomas asked a question about. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I think that was it. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I think those were his issues. I thank the honourable members who made a contribution 
to this debate—Hon Diane Evers, Hon Rick Mazza, Hon Aaron Stonehouse and, of course, Hon Dr Steve Thomas, 
whom I acknowledged at the outset. 

I think that brings a close to the questions that have been asked, so I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
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