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LICENSING PROVISIONS AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Before the member for Cannington resumes, I ask people who are 
having a bit of a joke-telling session to please vacate the chamber. Unfortunately, although it is funny in here at 
times, I cannot hear the member for Cannington. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That would be a terrible shame! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I would be aggrieved by that. Go ahead, member for Cannington. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.37 pm]: As would the rest of the chamber, I am sure. It is always good 
to have such a big audience before question time. I think there were about 57 members in the chamber listening 
to me. I am always very pleased to have a large audience. 

I was explaining the impact of one of these changes to the Mining Act 1978. I outlined why it is important and 
why we are supporting it, but I make the point that this is not a red-tape reduction measure. It does not reduce 
red tape. It is simply a provision that simplifies the process of service, but not the process of service for the 
holder of a mining tenement but, rather, for the agency. That may be a great decision and there may be many 
good reasons to do that, but it is not about reducing red tape. The only reason I raise that point is that it is 
important to separate the wheat from the chaff—what is just a three-word slogan and what is actually being 
done? It is very reflective of this government. It is a tired government that has run out of ideas and is running out 
of time. I noted that the member for Jandakot called the Leader of the Opposition the Premier today. 

Mr P. Papalia: A Freudian slip. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Clearly a Freudian slip by the member for Jandakot, because we always say that we 
would expect him to be the Leader of the Opposition! It will be an interesting 151 days. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: He is a first-rate candidate. 

The government proposes to delete “a natural” person. I will ask a question about clause 22 when we get into 
consideration in detail. Clause 23 is about iron ore authorisations. Effectively, this is a defunct provision and is 
being removed to bring the act up to date. Again, when we get into consideration in detail I will ask a couple of 
questions on that topic. As I understand it, it is to bring iron ore into line with other minerals. That is my memory 
of it, and I am sure that when we get into consideration in detail the minister will correct me if I am wrong on 
that one. 

The final amendment in the clauses on the Mining Act allows for the creation of regulations to give effect to the 
other changes regarding the designated tenement contact. They are the normal machinery of government—
machinery of operation—changes that we would expect to come out of the other amendments. That is why we, 
again, do not have a problem with those. They do not create a separate lawmaking power outside of Parliament, 
which is quite important to what we do in this place. The regulations to be made under proposed 
section 162(2)(ec) will be disallowable under the normal procedures and regulations. I have noticed that the 
government sometimes boasts of red-tape reduction strategies, but they are actually technological-driven 
changes. The Minister for Culture and the Arts was talking about online activity in his space today. In 2002 that 
could not possibly have occurred because the development of the internet had not advanced enough to allow that 
activity. So, again, that is not an actual red-tape reduction process; that is in fact just rolling out technology. 
I urge members to read the recent report of the Public Accounts Committee tabled on the last Thursday of sitting 
before the two-week break, in which the Public Accounts Committee made a number of recommendations on the 
handling of government information technology services and rolling them out to provide greater access to the 
community through online platforms. As part of that report we went to New Zealand, where the incredible array 
of services available online to the community was outlined to us. New Zealand has a digital-first approach; that 
is not the term used over there. New Zealand looks for all services to be delivered online, and they are delivered 
in person only if they cannot be delivered online. That is different from the way the government delivers services 
in Western Australia; everything is delivered in the “real world”, and only delivered online when the government 
is able to. If we take a digital-first approach, we end up with a different attitude to all these decisions. It is not 
a question of red-tape reduction; it is about letting technology drive innovation and taking advantage of the 
innovation. One of the things New Zealand has been able to achieve is a lower cost per transaction. In fact, the 
minister was still chair of the committee when we were in New Zealand, and I am sure he remembers all the 
discussions we had over there. New Zealand does not seek to reduce the costs of IT implementation, but rather 
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reduce costs through the IT implementation. Extra funds may have to be invested in the IT platforms to derive 
savings in other areas. 
On the same trip we went to New South Wales, where the digital implementation agency has, effectively, 
taken over the vehicle and boating licence platform. The agency did a deal with the trade unions and allowed 
a transfer of employees on selection only, so it was able to set the culture it wanted within the ordinary 
industrial framework of the public sector. That agency was then able to drive the move towards digital 
platforms, and it rolled additional services into the one platform. New South Wales has a digital identity, as 
does the federal government. If members read the newspapers, they will find more criticism of the federal 
government digital identity than of the New South Wales one. One way or another it is probably worthwhile 
for Western Australia to adopt the digital identity developed in another state because we would not have to go 
through all the trauma of creating the architecture of the digital identity; we could just roll it out. Anyway, 
I just wanted to make that point. 
Of course, once there is a digital identity, everything can be done through it. Even the mining sector licensing 
arrangements can come through that one portal, so that everything can be connected into one point. It has been 
put to me by people in the IT sector that we could even have an IT platform that sits above the individual agency 
IT platform, to allow transparency and communication across the platforms. Again, governments always run into 
big problems when they try to do a big-bang IT rollout and it goes bad. The one the current government often 
raises is the Shared Services model. Over 60 per cent of the money spent on the Shared Services platform was 
spent by the Liberal government, which people do not realise. 
Mrs G.J. Godfrey: That’s a bit unfair. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is just a fact. Sixty per cent of the costs — 
Mrs G.J. Godfrey: It’s because we had to clean up the mess. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, that is not true, because the Liberal Party junked it. So, 60 per cent of the costs in 
the Shared Services platform was spent by the Liberal government—that is just a fact—and then the government 
junked it. In fact, it sent some agencies back to paper. The Department of Corrective Services went back to 
a paper-based purchasing system. What happened under the Liberal government around that was crazy. Another 
example was the introduction of the transport executive and licensing information system. I remember all the 
drama and problems in the 1990s around the introduction of TRELIS because the government went for 
a big-bang rollout. It took a decade; Alannah MacTiernan sorted out TRELIS. 
I commend the clauses of the bill I have spoken about, and I look forward to consideration in detail. 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [3.47 pm]: I appreciate the opportunity to make a contribution to the second 
reading debate on the weighty, weighty Licensing Provisions Amendment Bill 2015. 
There is some history here. This bill comes under the government’s red-tape reduction plan. I find interesting, 
and worthy of putting on the record, how the performance of the red-tape reduction plan has gone for the 
government over the period since it came to government in 2008. I was reminded by my quick research that this 
was actually, we believe, the brainchild of the then Treasurer, Troy Buswell, in 2008. I think through this prism we 
should see what is being offered this time around in red-tape reduction. I have been quite shocked, actually. If we 
review the report handed down on the period leading up to the 2013 election, a red-tape reduction report was 
provided. I am very keen for the minister, when he responds, to talk about where the red-tape reduction report for 
this year is. I also refer to the policy on the Department of the Premier and Cabinet website, which states — 

The Plan to Reinvigorate Regulatory Reform links closely to the Government's objectives of: 
• Reducing unnecessary costs to government and business. 
• Creating a more efficient public sector. 
• Streamlining community and business interactions with government. 

I refer the minister to the policy; I assume this is the most up-to-date policy because it came straight from the 
website. It states — 

• Ministers should prepare a 1–2 page annual update on red tape reduction reform priorities and 
other achievements in their portfolios, in preparation for Repeal Week. 

I presume we are in Repeal Week now; I am not quite sure whether we even call it Repeal Week anymore. I note 
the minister has been good enough to even give it its own hashtag—“#ShredTheRed”, which is catchy—but we 
are looking for the evidence that that is actually the case. I refer members to the fact that in 2013, when such 
a report was made, it was not exactly a high achievement at all. I will read from an article in The Australian of 
8 March 2013 about the then Minister for Finance titled “Troy Buswell’s red tape plan unravels”. I note the date; 
it was at the very end of the first term of the Liberal–National government. The article states — 
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THE Barnett government has failed to act on 100 of the 107 recommendations contained in a 2009 
report aimed at slashing red tape, which Treasurer Troy Buswell said at the time was an 
“incredibly costly” burden for the state’s businesses and consumers. 
In response to questions from The Australian, Mr Buswell said the government had “implemented or 
progressed” seven of the 107 findings … 

It goes on with he-said, she-said. I am reminded that this came from a most systemic and comprehensive review, 
as identified in the Synergies Economic Consulting paper that was done for the Economic Regulation Authority. 
It was the Red Tape Reduction Group, which involved members of the government. The current 
Minister for Police was one of the members. On 30 January 2009, after coming to government, the Treasurer 
announced the establishment of the RTRG, which was given the task of identifying and reporting on 
opportunities to reduce the burden of tax regulation and red tape on businesses and consumers. Where are we? It 
did not do a bang-up job in 2013. I would be very keen to hear what reductions preceded the minister and where 
this fits in the span of red-tape reduction since 2013. The only thing that we can judge red-tape reduction on is 
the 100 remaining recommendations as outlined in the RTRG report of 2009. That is the baseline from which we 
should be measuring the efforts of this government to reduce red tape in Western Australia. 
Businesses and many other organisations that have to deal with government often talk about this idea of red tape. 
Members are always fundamentally interested in what they have to say and ask, “What red tape and where?” 
They also talk about green-tape reduction. The reality is that far more is being done by this government to 
impose more burdens on business than there ever have been than is being done to reduce the burden on business. 
Regardless of cutting around the edges, the majority, which I will come to, will make way for, as the minister 
said in his second reading speech and as is outlined in the explanatory memorandum, a digitised business, which 
started around licensing and approvals at Landgate and has extended across government as it has looked to the 
digital economy to reduce the time interactions. They are linear, which I can talk about later. However, the one 
thing that the government has done is create more burden and more cost for business, not less. 
I want to outline in the very short time I have left before private members’ business something that seems to 
have snuck under the radar. The government has promised payroll tax relief since 2008. It did not deliver it in 
the first term of government. It prevaricated and oscillated and did anything but give payroll tax relief—the very 
tax that the Liberal Party, the conservative party, has railed against for years and years. It is probably one of the 
more efficient taxes when compared with the GST. I want to make sure that we are really clear that even though 
the government changed the payroll tax threshold to $850 000, a little-known thing that is applied by the 
department was missed by Parliament—that is, payroll tax annual threshold tapering. Tapering is a very 
interesting point, because it has put some businesses in worse positions than they were in. The tapering 
calculation can be very complex to understand, but actually it is quite simple. If a business’s taxable wages are 
over the annual threshold of $800 000, not only is it required to pay payroll tax on its taxable wages that are 
above the annual threshold, but also its applicable tax-free element will gradually diminish as its taxable wages 
move closer to the $7.5 million upper threshold, at which point no tax-free element remains. I remind members 
that there is that threshold of $800 00 and the upper threshold of $7.5 million. The tax free-element of 
a proportion of the payroll tax is applicable at that point between $800 000 and $7.5 million. This means that the 
business will pay some payroll tax on wages below the annual threshold as well. 

Let me walk through a tapering calculation for the purposes of Hansard. A business’s payroll tax liability is 
calculated by deducting from the total taxable wages as per the business’s payroll records the calculated 
applicable tax-free element and multiplying it by the payroll tax rate, which is currently 5.5 per cent. The 
deductible amount is calculated by deducting from the annual threshold, which is currently $800 000, the total 
taxable wages as per the business’s payroll records minus the tax-free threshold, which is currently $800 000, 
multiplied by the tapering value. The tapering value is calculated by dividing the annual threshold, which is 
currently $800 000, by the upper threshold, which is currently $7.5 million, minus the annual threshold, which is 
currently $800 000. Accordingly, the tapering value for 2016 is eight sixty-sevenths. At least there is one 
element in this that is simple, as the tapering value for everyone with taxable wages over $800 000 for 2016 is 
eight sixty-sevenths. 

An example will help demonstrate the other calculations. Let us assume that a business’s total taxable wages are 
$1 million. As the wages are above the annual threshold of $800 000, the business has to pay some payroll tax. 
However, as the wages are below the upper threshold of $7.5 million, the business will get a tax-free element, 
which is known as a deductible amount. The deductible amount in this example will be $800 000 minus 
$1 million minus $800 000 multiplied by eight sixty-sevenths, or $776 119. The payroll tax liability will be 
$1 million minus $776 119 multiplied by 5.5 per cent, which is the rate of payroll tax; therefore, it will be 
$12 313. In other words, the tapering effect adds more cost to businesses that pay payroll tax. The other aspect of 
this is that if the business’s taxable wages are $800 001, or $1 over the $800 000, it is required to be registered 
for payroll tax and it is required to go through the calculations, and because it is over the $800 000 threshold, the 
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deductible amount—that is, the tax-free component—is less than $800 000 and the calculation will result in the 
business being required to pay payroll tax on both the $1 above the $800 000 and a portion of its wages below 
$800 000. In fact, it will pay payroll tax on $1.12, resulting in payroll tax payable of $0.06. With every dollar its 
wages increase above the $800 000 annual threshold, its payroll tax liability will exponentially increase as its 
deductible amount becomes less and less. 

That might sound complex in accounting terms but that is what businesses are finding. That is the result of the 
practical implications of a sneaky government attempting to claw back what it lauded as relief from payroll tax. It 
did not come into this place and talk about tapering and the impacts of tapering on businesses, but businesses have 
felt it. Why? It is because we have just gone through the last round and it is slowly dawning on them, after the tax 
returns have been done this year, that it was not a clean reduction in the burden of payroll tax on businesses these 
days; it was, in fact, a sneaky way of giving out a little bit but clawing back with the other hand. If the government 
is really serious about accelerating the economy of Western Australia—in this case through red-tape reduction—it 
should look at some of the ways that Treasury and the Office of State Revenue have gone about collecting dough 
off businesses. These are the very businesses that the government is trying to free up. It is unacceptable that the 
Parliament of Western Australia did not pick this up on the way through and did not highlight it and the government 
did not completely understand the variation to the legislation that it brought in. It is complicit in a fraud on the 
businesses of Western Australia. The government told them one thing and delivered another.  

I want to thank CapitalQ Business Advisors, who unpacked that for me in a way that is moderately 
understandable to a non-accountant. That is a very good example of the sneaky little ways that this government 
can devise to ensure that it is never really open and transparent with the businesses of Western Australia. 
We have not seen a report that is reflective of the 2009 Red Tape Reduction Group. I will be very keen for the 
minister—we might get this during consideration in detail—to show us how we have travelled. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 6960.] 
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