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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (TAXATION) BILL (NO. 2) 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 October. 

The SPEAKER:  The question is that the Bill be now read a second time. 

Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  Mr Speaker, is the question that the second reading of this Bill be now taken? 

The SPEAKER:  We have had the cognate debate, so I have to put that question.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (25) 

Mr Andrews Mr Kobelke Mr McRae Mrs Roberts 
Mr Brown Mr Kucera Mrs Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr Dean Mr Logan Mr Murray Mr Whitely 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Quigley 
Mrs Guise Mr McGowan Ms Radisich 
Mr Hyde Ms McHale Mr Ripper 

Noes (4) 

Mr Barnett  Mr Birney  Mr Board  Mr Bradshaw (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Dr Gallop Mr Ainsworth 
 Mr Carpenter Mr House 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Mr BARNETT:  This Bill implements the taxation changes.  The previous Bill, as its name suggests, deals with 
assessment matters.  This Bill alters the taxation rates.  It does so in an insidious way that will cause a great deal 
of extra tax to be paid by a large number of Western Australian businesses and individuals.  It is disgraceful that 
we are debating this now.  I am sure the Labor Party will use the guillotine; why not, as it has used it half a 
dozen times tonight?  The Government will do everything it can to stop me from talking on this Bill.  The 
Government will do everything it can to continue its personal insults in this Chamber.  The Government can 
continue that.  I have tried to persuade my two or three remaining colleagues to go home and get a couple of 
hours rest before they drive to Merredin.  They refused to do that; I respect that. 
Mr Ripper:  Why does the Leader of the Opposition not say how much time he requires for this Bill? 
Mr BARNETT:  We will see how we go.  This Bill contains very substantial tax increases.  This is how we vote 
as a Parliament -such as it is.  It has been a very dysfunctional Parliament today - probably the worst day in the 
history of the Western Australian Parliament.  It reflects very poorly on this institution.  This is the Bill on which 
we vote to change tax rates.  Much as I would like to go home and have some sleep before I drive to Merredin, I 
will not abrogate the responsibility of the Liberal Party to at least force a debate and vote on measures that will 
increase the tax burden on Western Australian businesses by $120 million. 
Mr Ripper:  Why do we not just reach an agreement?  It will save a lot of aggravation. 
Mr BARNETT:  The Opposition wants certain matters explained.  I offered the Treasurer a deal 10 minutes ago 
but he declined.  He wanted to show us how tough he is.  Good on him; he is a toughie.  He is a bit of a hero.  He 
now wants another deal.  There is no deal.  It is a disgraceful state of affairs that this Parliament is debating this 
Bill in this environment.  It is nearly half past four and the Government is bringing on a Bill involving 
$120 million of taxation measures.  The Government will try to ram this through however it can.  This is how the 
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Labor Party does business.  I am learning a bit more about the calibre and character of a few members opposite.  
I know they do not like me.  That does not matter; I do not want to be their mate either.   
Mr McGinty:  Neither does your side.   

Mr BARNETT:  The only strategy members opposite have is to attack me.  It would be enlightening to get the 
Premier here - he has not bothered to stay around - and ask him what his instructions were to his media officers 
immediately after the election.  His answer would be very interesting.  

We are talking about the short title.  It is important.  One of the new Labor Government’s objectives - perhaps 
not directly from the - 

Point of Order 

Mr KOBELKE:  We are dealing with clause 1 - the short title.  I have not heard any relevant comments from the 
Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr BIRNEY:  About five or six words ago, the Leader of the Opposition made a very clear reference to the short 
title.  Some six words on from that reference, the Leader of the House has raised a point of order.  There is no 
point of order given that the leader made a reference to the short title five or six words ago.  

The SPEAKER:  The point of order does nothing other than remind us that, after a long night, we should keep 
our contributions as relevant as possible to the Bill.  I understand that we are debating clause 1. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr BARNETT:  Clause 1 deals with the short title.  Debate on this clause allows members some latitude, which 
I appreciate.  We will see how this debate proceeds.  We may progress reasonably, but I doubt that members 
opposite will be able to resist the temptation.   

We are political opponents, and I accept that.  I also accept that members opposite will try to expose Barnett 
black holes.  However, I find it difficult to accept some of the Labor Party’s activities.  One of the first 
objectives of the Government’s senior staff was to get the dirt on Barnett.  That is what happened.  Members 
opposite know what the media thought of that.   

Mr Whitely:  It is 4.25 am and the same paranoia drips out.  

Mr BARNETT:  No, I was told that three days after the election.  I am not upset about that.  I raise this issue 
because no dirt was found.  The strategists then decided to try personal attacks.  They tried to stir me up and 
aggravate me.  That has been the strategy today.  I fall for it sometimes - I have my human failings.  I admit that 
I lose my temper; I should not, but I do.  Members opposite could not find any dirt, so they tried family insults 
for a while.  Now they are trying to stir up the personal stuff.   

Point of Order 

Mr BROWN:  I must respond to the Leader of the Opposition - 

Mr Barnett:  Good.   

Mr BROWN:  He has made allegations about what members on this side did when this Government came to 
power.  He referred to our trying to find dirt on him.  I reject that emphatically.  He knows, as I know, that his 
former chief of staff stayed on in my office for some time after the election.   
Mr Barnett:  I am not talking about your office.   
Mr BROWN:  He was talking about the Government.  I reject that.  Great integrity has been displayed in dealing 
with all those matters.  To the extent that someone gets up in this Parliament and accuses me of something 
different - 

Mr Barnett:  I did not accuse you of anything.  Do not be so sensitive.   
Mr BROWN:  Yes, the leader did.  I refute those allegations.  They are not true and I will not let Hansard record 
untruths.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr RIPPER:  We have had a very long day and the Government has a priority to get this legislation through the 
consideration in detail stage.  Some of the revenue measures will apply from 1 January 2002.  The Government 
does not want to run the risk that legislative accidents in the upper House, in which the Government does not 
have a majority, will cause some problems with the implementation of the revenue legislation.  The day has been 
marked by a lot of political acrimony.  Members on both sides of the Chamber would appreciate perhaps an hour 
or so of traditional parliamentary debate and proper consideration of this legislation, and then the opportunity to 
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go home.  For my part, I am prepared to forswear political point scoring and political offence in the interests of 
getting a rapid and proper consideration of this legislation.  Given that we have now had 10 hours in which both 
sides have been able to make all of the political points each has wanted to make, perhaps the Opposition will also 
have the same view.  I remind members that yesterday we had an understanding on both sides that we could deal 
with both of these pieces of legislation in about two to three hours.  That understanding means that at a time 
when heads were cooler everyone thought that the substance of this legislation could be dealt with in less than 
three hours.  Many of the issues on this second piece of legislation have already been effectively canvassed in 
debate on the first piece of legislation.  It would seem to be a reasonable objective if we could forswear political 
point scoring so that we could knock this off in about an hour.  I put that proposition to the Opposition.  The 
Government is prepared to let the Opposition make its point on the substantive issue.  We know the Opposition 
opposes the tax increases and wants to put some arguments on those matters.  If we could knock this off in an 
hour, the Opposition would have its chance to have its say and perhaps this fairly unhappy parliamentary night 
would at least end on a better note.  
Mr BOARD:  The Treasurer is right.  The conciliatory note in which he has addressed the title of this Bill and set 
down why we are here at 4.35 am would make one think that the Opposition had planned this; that in some way 
we had sought to go back on some arrangement or deal that we had done on the passage of these Bills.  I can 
assure the Treasurer and every member of this House that our intent was to be out of this place by five o’clock 
last night.  Many of us have had to cancel engagements - as I am sure have government members - that were 
important to us, notwithstanding the issues that we need to deal with today.  We are here this morning not 
because of the scrutiny of this legislation - we were prepared to let that go through in an hour and a half - but 
because this Government, through a low act in this Parliament, not only applied the gag, which was bad enough 
in the way in which it was done, but also applied it on a motion that denied the Opposition the opportunity to 
defend its leader.  That is the substance of why we are here.  It is not just about the gag and the way in which the 
gag was applied.  It was the substance of the motion and the subsequent gagging of the Opposition so that it 
could not protect its leader.  It was about the Government’s denying the Opposition and the people we represent 
that opportunity.  That is what this is about, and that needs to go on the record again and again.  The Treasurer’s 
standing here in a conciliatory way at 4.35 in the morning will not undo that.  The Opposition has shown 
goodwill from the start of this Parliament this year.  We have acted in a conciliatory way.   

We have not filibustered.  We have supported the Government when it has needed our assistance to get 
legislation through, and we have done that with goodwill.  We have made our points when we have needed to.  
However, today we have seen an act of bastardry.  The Government is now trying to turn that around and say 
that the Leader of the Opposition in some way went back on a deal.  We will not accept that. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5:  Section 13 inserted - 

Mr BARNETT:  Clauses 5 and 6 are the principal clauses in respect of land tax.  Those clauses amend the 
legislation and introduce the new land tax. 

Mr Ripper:  Would you like to debate them together? 

Mr BARNETT:  No.  The changes to the land tax scale are significant.  As I said before, the raising of the 
threshold from $10 000 to $50 000 is tax relief, and I will always support tax relief when it benefits a large 
number of individuals.  However, what is the amount of tax relief that will occur, it is claimed, to some 52 000 
land tax payers whose landholdings have a value in the range of $10 000 to $50 000? 

Mr Ripper:  The figure is $2.8 million. 

Mr BARNETT:  I do not in any way criticise that.  That is a saving of $2.8 million. 

Mr Ripper:  It is not large. 

Mr BARNETT:  No, it is not large.  I am sure it will be appreciated by those owners of small landholdings.  I do 
not criticise that, but the impact of the other changes to the land tax scales will be very significant.  The increase 
in the land tax rate from two per cent to 2.3 per cent on land valued in the range of $2 million to $5 million will 
increase land tax receipts by 15 per cent; and the increase in the rate from two per cent to 2.5 per cent on land 
valued at over $5 million will increase land tax receipts by 25 per cent.  I understand those rate rises will affect 
approximately 1 200 land tax payers.  Can the Treasurer confirm that that is the correct figure? 

Mr Ripper:  Yes, that is right. 
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Mr BARNETT:  In a full year, that will increase land tax receipts by some $28.6 million.  I do not have my 
calculator with me, but that means an average increase of $23 000 paid by those people.  Is that the correct 
figure? 

Mr Ripper:  My adviser has a calculator.  By the time I give my response we will have an average figure. 

Mr BARNETT:  I think the figure is around $23 000.  We are not talking about a significant change to land tax if 
that is the correct figure. 

Mr Ripper:  Yes; almost $24 000. 

Mr BARNETT:  Thank you. 

Mr RIPPER:  I think I have confirmed by interjection the figures the Leader of the Opposition was seeking.  The 
abolition of land tax for properties valued at below $50 000 will reduce revenue by $2.8 million.  A further 
$1.5 million of metropolitan region improvement tax will be forgone.  The net effect of the land tax changes will 
be an additional $28.6 million in 2002-03.  That will be paid by 1 200 taxpayers, and works out to an average of 
just under $24 000.  Those 1 200 taxpayers are, naturally, large landholders.  Of course, those large landholders 
will not be happy about paying the additional land tax.   

I return to the position the State faced with its budget.  We needed to fund matters that we did not expect to have 
to fund.  There is now a necessity to raise additional revenue to produce sufficiently robust surpluses into the 
future to enable the State’s budget to withstand events that might be outside the Government’s control but would 
nevertheless have a significant impact on the budget.  We need a budget that is robust to withstand, for example, 
changes in the oil price, which can make significant differences to our revenue.  We need to raise some revenue 
to do certain things.  The land tax changes seem to us to be fair.  They will affect mainly the holders of large or 
valuable parcels of land.  They are reasonable when compared with the land tax scales that apply in other States.  
The comparisons with other States can be found on page 32 of budget paper No 3.  The maximum rate of land 
tax in Victoria is five per cent, in South Australia it is 3.7 per cent, and in Tasmania it is 2.5 per cent.  We will 
have a higher maximum rate than Queensland, which has a rate of 1.8 per cent, and New South Wales, which has 
a rate of 1.7 per cent.  These land tax changes are not out of the ordinary when compared with other States.  
From the point of view of business, any tax increase is regrettable.  However, from the point of view of the 
State’s finances, deficits or unmet urgent community needs are equally regrettable.  We chose the option of 
sustainable finances and responsible government action to meet urgent community needs.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6: Schedule 9 inserted - 
Mr BARNETT:  I have probably made the comments I need to make about this.  This clause defines the 
replacement tax scale, and simply details the very significant increases in payroll tax.  We in the Parliament can 
sometimes be very glib.  The Treasurer might say that those land tax increases amount to an increase in revenue 
of some $28.6 million in a full financial year.  The average cost for those 1 200 affected taxpayers will be 
$24 000 a year.  He does not say - it is the bleeding obvious - that the liability will accrue year in, year out.  A 
property owner might be able to manage to pay the land tax for one or two years.  However, the increase will 
mean an additional $24 000 on what he already pays.  That is a substantial increase in the impost on businesses.  
People will pay very high land tax.  They are already subject to the vagaries of revaluation, which is an uncertain 
and unpredictable process.  On top of all that, they will face an average increment in land tax of $24 000 every 
year.   

I go back to what I was saying hours ago.  Members can paint me as a prophet of doom, but I will point out some 
of the realities that will arise from this legislation.  I have not been too far out in forecasting the state of the 
economy.  I have made mistakes, but not too many.  I have a pretty good idea of the state, national and 
international economies.  The Government will see a rise in unemployment.  I am sure the Treasurer will try to 
blame that on the events of 11 September or Barnett’s budget black hole, or circulate some nasty little 
propaganda about it.  One of the contributing factors, although not the main one, will be the significant increases 
in payroll tax and land tax proposed by this Government.  Payroll tax is an insidious tax because it is a direct tax 
on employment.  Medium to large businesses that pay substantial amounts of land tax, which they hate, and I can 
understand why, will be subject to an additional, on average, $24 000 of land tax.   

The Opposition cannot believe that that will not have an impact on the decisions that businesses make.  If 
businesses have choices, they will make decisions about the amount of activity they undertake or the number of 
people they employ in Western Australia.  Those decisions will be inevitable consequences.  The combined 
effect of these changes, plus payroll tax increases, will be a decrease in employment opportunities and, therefore, 
an increase in unemployment in Western Australia.  
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Clause put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (25) 

Mr Andrews Mr Kobelke Mr McRae Mrs Roberts 
Mr Brown Mr Kucera Mrs Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr Dean Mr Logan Mr Murray Mr Whitely 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Quigley  
Ms Guise Mr McGowan Ms Radisich  
Mr Hyde Ms McHale Mr Ripper  
 

Noes (3) 

Mr Barnett  Mr Board  Mr Bradshaw (Teller) 
 

Pairs 

 Mr Watson Mr House 
 Mr Marlborough Mr Ainsworth 

Clause thus passed.  

Clause 7:  The Act amended -  
Mr BARNETT:  This clause and part 3 of the Bill deal with the adjustments to the payroll tax rate.  The 
disappointing aspect of this legislation is that no adjustment has been made to the threshold level, which had 
been increased very substantially during the years of the coalition Government.  I do not have in front of me the 
publication that contains the table, but that payroll tax threshold had exempted large numbers of small businesses 
from payroll tax.  Adjustments to the rates of payroll tax have been made.  The payroll tax rate is progressive.  
Members will understand that a progressive rate is one that increases according to the base it is applied to; as the 
base increases in dollar value, so also does the rate increase.  The rate of payroll tax, which comes in at the 
$675 000 threshold at 3.65 per cent, will be increased to 5.56 per cent for payrolls above $5.6 million.  This 
Government will increase the rate applying to the large employers from 5.56 per cent to six per cent.  The 
previous Government had brought it down from six per cent, to which the last Labor Government had raised it.  
It may not sound like much of a reduction, but it is a significant amount of money.  The amount of tax those 
large employers will be liable for will increase by eight per cent.  Over a full year, the increase in the top rate of 
payroll tax - which will affect about 3 000 employers in Western Australia - will raise $63 million.  That is an 
extraordinarily large increase in tax revenues.  The average cost per employer will be about $21 000.  These 
large employers will have to cope not only with a widening of the tax base to include the pre-tax grossed-up 
value of fringe benefits, which will probably impact most on the large employers, particularly those based in 
regional areas in the north of the State, but also with the fact that the basic payroll tax increase will be applied, 
which collectively will result in a further $63 million of payroll tax being paid by those employers. 

What would a major mining company do, faced with that sort of payroll tax increase?  It might shift its 
management function out of the State, to an area with a lower top rate of payroll tax.  For large companies, the 
location of their management is optional.  The operational function must be near the resource, but the 
management function can be anywhere.  Some of the major mining companies would progressively shift senior 
management positions back into Melbourne, which has been a traditional base of the mining industry.  The 
previous Government worked very hard to get more of the resource industry management structure based in 
Western Australia, because when that structure is based in this State, it is more likely to be using local 
accounting firms, law firms, advertising agencies, contractors and food suppliers, and employing staff locally; 
and so the process goes on.  One of the keys to providing opportunities for businesses in this State is to have 
management decisions made in this State.  The top rate of payroll tax will be increased, but the Government 
dismisses it.  I remember the comment made by the Treasurer to the effect that the large employers can afford to 
pay it.  They may be able to afford to pay it, but they can also afford to react to it.  It would be very simple for 
them to make a management decision to shift decision-making powers out of this State.  That is what is 
happening.  It is a tragedy, and something that the previous Government had to fight against continuously.  An 
enormous hollowing out of senior management is taking place in Western Australia.  It is probably the single 
most important problem facing the business and corporate sector in this State.  
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Mr BOARD:  If someone was starting again and designing a tax system in Australia or Western Australia, that 
person would probably do exactly the reverse of what is happening here today; that is, he would design a system 
that rewarded people for providing employment.  In other words, the more people a business employed and the 
more stability it secured for people in the workplace in the State, the more it should be rewarded for that through 
the system.  However, what do we have in this State?  We have a system that does exactly the opposite.  It 
penalises people for their employment - their payroll.  The higher their payroll, the higher their tax, it appears.  
As a result of this legislation, we are not only reversing the trend of trying to encourage employment in this 
State, but also penalising people even further.  That sends out all the wrong messages to not only existing 
employers but also, as the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, those wanting to invest in the State.  Investment 
is very much needed in Western Australia, whether it be by people who invest in competitive businesses or by 
people who want to come to this State, start a business and have a competitive business operating out of Western 
Australia.  What do we do?  We penalise those people. 

What do we do on a holistic basis?  On the one hand, we have a minister who probably sits in the back row, tries 
to find ways to stimulate business in Western Australia, maybe offers subsidies for businesses to come to 
Western Australia, and finds ways to encourage that.  On the other hand, there are ways in which those people 
will be penalised because they have the audacity to employ Western Australians, and a large number of them at 
that.  That is a tragedy.  This legislation reverses the previous trend.  We apologise to the business community in 
Western Australia for not having acted even further.  As the Treasurer knows, this State is reliant to a large 
degree on payroll tax.  However, we must stop that and start moving towards less reliance on payroll tax, 
because it is an insidious tax that eats away and stops the real growth of businesses, which at the end of the day 
stops employment in this State.  The reality is that it will not only stop future growth in employment with many 
of those firms, but also lead to retrenchment of a number of people because that tax will be passed on.  As 
businesses struggle to meet their costs, it will be passed on in one way or another.  It will be passed on in 
additional product costs, which the consumer must pay, or people will be retrenched from their workplace, and 
that is a great tragedy.  Why do we do it?  It is because the Government wants to raise more and more money.  
There are other ways for this Government to raise money, rather than putting an impost on the very people who 
are generating income into the State.  That is the tragedy.  The Government keeps hitting the people who are 
generating the income, and at the end of the day, that will backfire on the Government. 

Mr BARNETT:  I concur totally with the comments made by the member for Murdoch.  These changes are 
horrendous, at a time when the labour market is clearly weakening.  Members opposite can make fun and carry 
on.  However, I commented to this House when we returned after the election that the Government had to be 
careful because the labour market was weakening in Western Australia.  The signs of that were evident before 
Christmas.  In the time of the previous Government, they were clear.  I have not looked at the latest figures, but 
something like 15 000 jobs have evaporated in Western Australia over the past 12-month period.  

That is a reality, and we all understand the reasons for that.  Recently there has been an international downturn, 
uncertainty in the world environment, low commodity prices and a series of corporate collapses that followed 
some appalling management decisions.  There is no doubt that the GST has also been hard on business.  Rising 
fuel costs have had a major effect on energy intensive industries, including the transport sector.  There has also 
been a drift of business out of the State, which has probably been exacerbated this year.  Companies have been 
hesitant to invest in major resource projects.  Those projects do not just walk in the door; the Government must 
work very hard to attract them to this State. 

Mr Ripper:  We are. 

Mr BARNETT:  I hope that the Government is doing that.  I am sure that the minister is already aware that the 
increasing propensity among major investors, particularly in the resources sector, to prefer to do business with 
the Commonwealth Government is frustrating at times.  I do not know whether the minister responsible has 
detected that trend, but it is happening.  It is a matter of convenience for companies to work out of Sydney or 
Melbourne and deal with only the Commonwealth Government.  It is also a matter of convenience for them to 
base their management structure in London, Johannesburg or other destinations around the world.  That trend is 
easy and amenable.  Companies who work in that environment also have a high turnover of personnel.  I 
experienced great frustration when I dealt with the North West Shelf gas project expansion.  Every 18 months I 
had to go through the same issues again with a different group of personnel from the same company.  The 
international companies are ignorant of the ownership of resources of this State, and they are ignorant of 
Australia’s federal system and its constitutional arrangements.  Some companies adopted the attitude that it was 
all too hard and decided to deal with only the federal Government.  That makes it harder for the State to achieve 
things.  It also makes it easier for companies to take their senior decision makers out of this State.  A very small 
group of people in the business community and financial sector in this State are committed to Western Australia.  
I do not mean any disrespect to the other companies that are nationally and internationally mobile.  A small 
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number of people who have grown up and lived in this State are dedicated to its progress.  That is a conundrum 
for the State.  In that type of environment, increasing payroll taxes or flirting with premium property taxes sends 
an appalling signal to national and international investors.   

I will not have a go at the Premier, who was asked a question recently about his trip to Brisbane.  I made fun of 
that because it is not a particularly significant trip.  There is nothing wrong with his going to Brisbane to attract 
business to this State, but Brisbane is not the main game; it is neither here nor there.  I hope the Minister for 
State Development gains an understanding of his complex portfolio.  It takes a while to understand the 
industries, and the complexities of the companies and the personalities within them.  It also takes a long time to 
digest the history of some corporations.  If we are to promote Western Australia and attract talent to this State, 
we should not do that within Australia only.  We must also work against this trend of taxation changes.  I do not 
care whether it be the Premier, the Treasurer or the Minister for State Development; they must promote Western 
Australia internationally.  That cannot be done at the same time as the international accountants and financiers 
are running their eyes over our taxation regime.  That is what is happening.  

Mr McRAE:  I was very interested in what the Leader of the Opposition said, and I would like to hear more of 
his comments.  

Mr BARNETT:  Australia has undergone a taxation reform process.  There are political debates about the GST.  
The two major failures in the tax reform process are: firstly, the failure to have an attractive depreciation 
schedule for major capital investment; and, secondly, leaving decisions on the effective life of assets to the 
Australian Taxation Office.  They are clearly policy decisions.  I hope Peter Costello - I will be on his back - will 
make decisions in those areas that are pro-investment. 

Mr Brown interjected.   

Mr BARNETT:  I accept research and development.  However, that needs to happen.  I had a brief chat with 
Costello just before the election campaign, and I am reasonably optimistic that he now understands that 
deficiency in the tax reform process and may be prepared to do something about it.  The problem the 
Government will have is that we all like to be important in this world and to be the deal makers; we all suffer 
from that, and I do not exclude myself.  Because the Commonwealth Government has a situation that is 
unattractive, it now sees itself as the deal makers in resource projects through Invest Australia.  The State 
Government will find increasingly that companies will not want to deal with it; they will want to deal with the 
Commonwealth Government and get their hands under Invest Australia, and the State Government will become 
increasingly irrelevant.  That is the thing I was fighting against all the time.   

Given that an election is a long way away, I offer to the Minister for State Development the benefit of my 
views - imperfect as they might be - about some of the issues he must deal with.  It took me some time to 
understand the complexities.  I travelled widely as a resources minister, promoting development projects in this 
State.  I spoke at all sorts of forums all over the world and I enjoyed it.  Members are probably not interested, but 
I gave keynote addresses in San Diego, Seoul, Hong Kong, Singapore, Berlin and a number of other destinations 
around the world and in Australia.  I was always trying to promote development.  It is important for a 
Government to ensure that ministers get the opportunity to speak at conferences and to raise their profile.  That 
sounds glamorous, and it is glamorous for the first couple of times, but then it gets to be fairly hard yakka.  
Whoever does that - whether it be the Minister for State Development, the Premier or the Treasurer - needs to be 
able to deliver at the end of the day a package that is fiscally attractive.  We did some things, but not enough.  
We did not go far enough in our time in government, and I recognise that.  However, there is a huge task to be 
done.   

I will not labour on the premium property tax, but that was ill-fated.  Those sorts of things give the wrong signal.  
At times, I have done some things that have given the wrong signal as well.  However, those are the sorts of 
things that tend to stick in people’s minds, and they must be dealt with.  These taxation measures give the wrong 
signal.  I do not like the grossing-up of fringe benefits.  However, from a business point of view, because it is 
consistent with what the Commonwealth has done, businesses will say, “What the hell; it might as well be the 
same formula as it makes it easy from an administrative point of view.”  That is a real cop-out, but businesses 
will probably see it that way.  They will not like paying it, but they will recognise that having one set of 
definitions at least makes it easier.  However, when the rate of payroll tax is increased, businesses will hate it.  
Whether or not it affects their bottom line significantly, they will hate it.  When the Government introduces a 
premium property tax, it sends the wrong signal to wealthy, high-income, successful people who are attracted to 
this place, who are associated with major projects, who like the quality of life and who would like to live here 
and have their kids educated here.  Those people must be given the right signals.  We are not doing that in many 
areas, and that is an important challenge.   
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I wish the Government well in some of the development projects.  They are not easy.  It will have all sorts of 
problems because part of its agenda will be in conflict with development.  There is always a conflict in that, but 
we did not face it to the same extent that this Government will, given some of the other aspects of its policy 
brief.  I regret that, because there is a big job to be done in this State.  This taxation measure will not facilitate 
the sort of investment and pro-investment attitude that is required.  In the Western Australian economy, if the 
Government does not get it right, it may find itself marginalised over the next few years.  

Mr RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition has made some interesting comments about the State’s economy.  I 
am particularly interested in the comments he made about what he calls the hollowing out of the State’s 
economy.  That is an observation that I will reflect upon.  The State is in competition with other States and with 
other places in the world.  

Mr Barnett:  That is more relevant.  I will not interrupt you, but in terms of the main game in this State, we are 
not really in competition with the other States; we are in competition with other destinations around the world.   

Mr RIPPER:  That is why I amended the statement I was making to include other jurisdictions.  Taxation is part 
of that competitive game.  This State measures itself against the other States on tax competitiveness.  I made 
presentations to business after the presentation of the budget and was told by business that the Government 
should implement tax competitive measures against places such as Singapore, rather than simply against other 
States.  In an ideal world, if we were simply trying to promote Western Australia as a location for investment, we 
would try to reduce state taxation rather than contemplate tax increases.  However, this is not an ideal world and 
other considerations must be taken into account.  The State’s finances must be robust.  If the State were to show 
weakness in financial management, for example if the State’s credit rating were downgraded, it would affect 
confidence in Western Australia and investors’ views about the State as a location for investment.  The 
Government has considered the need to both build sustainable state finances and retain tax competitiveness.  
This State’s ranking in comparison with the other States has not changed as a result of the taxation measures.  
Western Australia ranks behind New South Wales and Victoria on taxation impact per capita, but ahead of all the 
other States.  On the comparison of taxation revenue as a proportion of gross state product, Western Australia 
continues to be the lowest of all the States.   

Following the passage of this legislation, the maximum payroll tax scales in all the States will be six per cent in 
Western Australia, 6.2 per cent in New South Wales, 5.5 per cent in Victoria, 4.8 per cent in Queensland, 5.75 
per cent in South Australia, 6.6 per cent in Tasmania, 6.5 per cent in the Northern Territory and 6.85 per cent in 
the Australian Capital Territory.  When those maximum payroll tax rates are averaged, Western Australia comes 
in at just below the average.  If the State had the capacity to reduce payroll and other business taxes in the future, 
it would be to our economic advantage.  The situation at the moment is uncertain.  State final demand fell by 0.5 
per cent over the past financial year and growth in gross state product was only 1.75 per cent compared with the 
forecast growth of four per cent or 4.5 per cent in the last Court budget.  The Government is trying to balance the 
considerations.  On the one hand is the need to bolster the State’s finances and on the other hand is the need to 
provide a competitive taxation regime.  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition that some frustration is 
experienced with resource development projects.  They seem to hang tantalisingly just out of reach on too many 
occasions.  However, the Government is addressing some of the requirements needed to attract investment, such 
as improving the approval processes, getting better native title outcomes and reducing electricity prices. 

Clause put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (22) 

Mr Andrews Mr Kobelke Mr McRae Mr Ripper 
Mr Brown Mr Kucera Mrs Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr Dean Mr Logan Mr Murray Mr Whitely 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Quigley  
Mr Hyde Mr McGowan Ms Radisich  

Noes (3) 

Mr Barnett  Mr Board  Mr Bradshaw (Teller)  

            

Pairs 

 Dr Gallop Mr House 
 Mr Watson Mr Ainsworth 

Clause thus passed. 

Clauses 8 to 14 put and passed. 

Clause 15:  Section 63AF inserted - 

Mr RIPPER:  As this is the last clause, I take the opportunity to thank my advisers for supporting me through a 
very long night.  I also thank the staff of the House for supporting us all, the Opposition and the Government, 
through what has been possibly a difficult time. 

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
 


