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MINERALS RESOURCE RENT TAX 
GOODS AND SERVICES TAX 

Motion 
HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [11.34 am] — without notice: I move— 

That this house — 
(a) congratulates the federal government on the abolition of the job-destroying, anti–Western 

Australian mining tax, also known as the minerals resource rent tax; and 
(b) calls on the federal government to take urgent steps to abolish the current flawed system for 

the distribution of goods and services tax revenue amongst the Australian states, and 
implement a new population-based system that provides Western Australia with its fair share 
of GST revenue. 

Ding dong, the mining tax is dead! Good riddance to a very bad tax that came out of a very flawed and biased 
process. Let us make no mistake that the mining tax destroyed jobs, exported jobs overseas and 
disproportionately impacted on Western Australia. It was a tax that, in typical Labor Party style, was cobbled 
together by a bunch of mates in order to grab onto some perceived revenue, to balance up the then federal 
government’s failing budget and to also allow it to make promises, based on the predicted revenue of that tax, 
which it knew or ought to have known could not possibly be kept without bankrupting this nation. So it came to 
pass after its birth in 2010, in that period between Kevin Rudd and Julia Gillard fighting over the spoils of the 
Prime Ministership, that this tax was implemented, despite the warnings of almost everyone outside of the 
Labor Party. Thank goodness sanity has prevailed and last week the federal government was able to abolish this 
disastrous tax. 
When students of economics and students of taxation study how not to implement a tax, they will be able to look 
at the minerals resource rent tax as a prime example of how not to do things. Time does not permit me today to 
go through all the flaws of that tax and all the negative impacts it had, particularly on the people of this state, but 
I will guide members and interested members of the public to a very good report delivered by the Senate’s 
Select Committee on the Scrutiny of New Taxes in June 2011, entitled “The Mining Tax: A bad tax out of 
a flawed process”. The title says it all. It is a good report and well worth reading. I am sure that in time it will be 
studied as a prime example of how not to implement a taxation change. I was going to use the phrase “taxation 
reform”, but it was not a reform; it was a tax grab. 
Hon Jim Chown: Did it raise any money? 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Hon Jim Chown asked whether it raised much money. At the time, Treasury 
predicted that the mining tax would raise $38.5 billion over 10 years and that in this current financial year,  
2014–15, it would raise about $6.5 billion. Of course, in typical Labor fashion, all of that $6.5 billion for this 
year and all the $38.5 billion over 10 years was hypothecated out in spending that was supposedly linked to the 
mining tax. In practice, the mining tax did not even raise 10 per cent of the predicted revenue; it raised hardly 
any revenue at all because it was a flawed tax that was negotiated with a bunch of mining companies that pulled 
the wool over the eyes of the government. The government did not listen to any advice; it did not even listen to 
any advice from the person who first came up with the concept of a super profits tax, Dr Ken Henry. It did not 
listen to the Senate Select Committee on Scrutiny of New Taxes, the mining industry in Western Australia, the 
government of Western Australia or anyone else. It just went ahead and implemented this tax anyway, which has 
exacerbated the structural deficit in the federal budget. In a minute I will link that to our problems with the GST 
distribution here in Western Australia. 
It was an awful tax, and make no mistake—it was a tax on Western Australia because around 80 per cent of the 
revenue was to be derived from mining activities here in this state. No wonder multinational and international 
mining corporations and businesses decided to look elsewhere—to Africa, South America and other places—to 
do business without such a flawed tax. What concerns me is that in the last few days since this disastrous tax was 
abolished, many people from the Labor side of politics have suggested that they would probably not consider 
implementing this sort of tax, but that they would look at the concept of a super profits tax, as was originally 
proposed by Dr Ken Henry in his review of the Australian taxation system. I would like to know what the 
Western Australian Labor Party, as represented by its members in this place, thinks about that idea, because 
I think that idea would also be a disastrous tax, particularly for Western Australia. The idea of the super profits 
tax, as mooted by Dr Henry at the time, was a replacement for state royalties. Introducing a super profits tax 
would exacerbate the problem that states, particularly Western Australia, have in raising their own-source 
revenue. The idea would be to replace state royalties with a federal tax, and we know what would happen if that 
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were to be put in place—it would be a transfer of wealth from Western Australians to Australians on the eastern 
seaboard. I want to know if the Western Australian Labor Party supports the principle of a super profits tax. 
Make no mistake: there is a profits tax on mining already, as there is on every other enterprise in Australia. It is 
called the company tax. Company tax taxes the profits of corporations, and that is a legitimate way of obtaining 
taxation revenue from all corporations, including mining companies. I understand that the proponents of the 
super profits tax suggest that it is less distortionary than the mining tax that the Rudd–Gillard–Swan regime 
introduced. Yes, it is less distortionary, but it is still distortionary, because it is very different from a royalty. 
A royalty is a price; it is a fixed sum that is factored into the cost of doing business right at the outset, whereas 
a tax is much more volatile, depends on a number of factors, and distorts investment decisions, especially in 
highly volatile industries such as the mining industry in which profit flows are not predictable because of the 
international marketplace for resources. I want to hear from the Western Australian Labor Party whether it 
supports the principle of some sort of resources super profits tax that will distort investment decisions and lead to 
a further transfer of wealth and revenue from Western Australia to the eastern states. 

In closing this part of my contribution, I once again congratulate the current Liberal–National federal 
government. It recognised that this was a bad tax and opposed it at the outset. It rang the alarm bells, Labor was 
not listening, and now that there is a Liberal–National government in Canberra, it has done the right thing by 
Western Australia and all of Australia by abolishing this abomination of a tax—the mining tax. I, for one, hope it 
never comes back in any form or iteration, whether it be a resource rent tax, a super profits tax or any other tax 
by any other name, that tries to pick up Western Australian revenue and shift it across to the eastern states. 

That brings me to the second limb of my motion. Again, this highlights the difference between people on this 
side of the house and people on the other side of the house. Yes, the people on this side of the house are 
Liberal or National representatives, but primarily we are representatives of the people of Western Australia, and 
we will stand up for the interests of Western Australians. We will not prioritise some sort of loyalty to the federal 
Liberal Party or National Party ahead of the interests of Western Australians. I want to know what the 
Labor Party would do, because I am not necessarily sure that it grasps the problem Western Australia faces with 
this completely iniquitous situation that has developed over the last three or four years with the distribution of 
goods and services tax revenue across all the Australian states and territories. We know the figures; I will repeat 
them only briefly because I do not have a lot of time today. I could talk about this subject for a long, long time.  
Over the forward estimates, we are going to miss out on more than $20 billion in revenue that would come to 
Western Australia if the GST were distributed on a per capita basis. Yes, for that to happen it would take some 
massive shifts in spending in some other states, and particularly in the Northern Territory; we have been through 
that before. But unless we make a start, we will not correct it, which is why people on the Liberal and National 
side of the house are actually calling on the federal government to take steps to correct this anomaly. 
I want to congratulate my federal colleagues from Western Australia, particularly Christian Porter and 
Senator Dean Smith, for having the guts, determination and inclination to raise this issue publicly as Western 
Australian members of the federal Parliament—not as Liberals, but as Western Australian members of the 
federal Parliament, because only the federal government can correct this anomaly. 
I have been concerned in recent days about commentary I have heard from some sections of the Labor Party, and 
the federal member for Perth, that because we are getting nowhere with the GST redistribution we should stop 
worrying about that and start worrying about federal infrastructure funding. That is like one of those arguments 
in which people say that we cannot walk and chew gum at the same time. I did some calculations. I will not bore 
the house, but I think the federal member for Perth suggested that instead of getting a 10 per cent share, which is 
roughly our population share, if we got a 16 per cent share, which is our economic contribution share, if you like, 
we could get more infrastructure funding. That is true; but I worked out that the difference over the five years of 
the current $45 billion federal government spend on infrastructure would be about $2.72 billion. We are 
apparently to wave the white flag on $20 billion and put out the begging bowl for some crumbs of around 
$2 billion. If we wave the white flag on our big-ticket item, what do members think the people we go begging to 
will say when we ask for the crumbs? They will say, “They caved in on the $20 billion; we’ll just let them bang 
on about the $2 million to $3 billion until they go away.” 
I think we can walk and chew gum at the same time when it comes to taxation reform. If we are not getting a fair 
share of infrastructure spending, let us ask for that, but the big-ticket item, the $20 billion over four years, is 
what we need to make a start on. We do not have to go to a 100 per cent population share immediately; right 
now we are getting 37 per cent on a population share. By the end of the forward estimates in 2017–18, we will 
be getting only 11 per cent. Even if we put a floor in at 37 per cent, we will be better off over four years. If we 
raised it to 50 per cent, we will be even better off and it can be incremental—75 per cent, 80 per cent. We know 
that the recommendation of the Greiner–Brumby review requested by the previous federal Labor government 
was to move to a population share, and the recent National Commission of Audit review also recommended a 
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population share. I call on the federal government to start the steps. It does not have to be one-size-fits-all, 
100 per cent at the same time, but let us incrementally move from the current flawed arrangement that 
discriminates against Western Australia to an arrangement that is fair on all the states, especially 
Western Australia. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Before I give the call to Hon Ken Travers, I would like to welcome 
Eaton Primary School students to the chamber, and I hope you enjoy your visit here at Parliament today. 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [11.50 am]: Madam Deputy President, I might add that 
Eaton Primary School is very well represented by people who have been occupying the chair this morning, being 
you and the President. 
At the outset, I reiterate for the benefit of members in this house that Mark McGowan has made it clear that we 
do not support a mining tax. Let us get that off the agenda for a start. Hon Peter Katsambanis raised the issue of 
what happens when we try to tax the mining industry in Western Australia at a greater rate than it currently pays. 
We have to remember that we are moving, as everyone has pointed out, from a construction phase into 
a production phase, so there will not be the big growth we have seen over the past couple of years. We have not 
seen new projects being brought on by the current Barnett government. My view is that now is a time when the 
mining industry is incredibly vulnerable, so the concerns Hon Peter Katsambanis outlined today about destroying 
and exporting jobs should absolutely be of concern to everybody in this chamber. 
What would members of this house say if I were to suggest that the mining industry—the non–iron ore 
industry—should be hit with a $560 million impost over the next three years? Would members opposite support 
the proposition that now is the right time to put an impost on the mining industry in Western Australia of about 
$180 million a year, climbing to $190 million, over and above what it currently pays? What impact would that 
have on the non–iron ore mining industry in Western Australia? I would suggest that it would be a significant 
and severe impact. For members who represent Kalgoorlie, let us look at how the non–iron ore royalties are 
broken up. The largest contributor to non–iron ore royalties is the gold industry; about $200 million is expected 
to come out of the gold industry next year. The Barnett Liberal–National government has already factored into 
its budget papers that we will get $180 million additional revenue from the non–iron ore industry in 
Western Australia; the vast majority of that will need to come from the mining industry. We will collect only 
$583 000 500 next year in total. About one-third of the non–iron ore mining industry in Western Australia is the 
gold industry. This is not a proposal that the government is considering; it has already factored into its future 
budget predictions $180 million, climbing to $187 million and to $193 million over the forward estimates. 
Members on the other side want to talk about the past; I want to hear the members on the other side of this 
chamber who represent the Mining and Pastoral Region talk about the future and the impact that the big new 
mining tax will have on the Western Australian mining industry. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You do understand the difference between a royalty and a mining tax, don’t you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do. Is Hon Michael Mischin saying that a royalty increase will not have any impact? 

Hon Michael Mischin: No, but a royalty — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Attorney General can get the call after me and explain why a $560 million impost, 
through royalties, on the mining industry will not destroy jobs and see jobs exported out of Western Australia. 
The Attorney General can take his chance when I have finished; I have only 10 minutes, so the Attorney General 
can make that point when I finish. I am asking the government’s Mining and Pastoral members to tell us today 
how that will not have a significant impact on their industry. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You don’t understand the difference, do you? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Ken Travers has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I completely understand the difference: a fixed royalty allows it to be put in at the front 
of the construction phase, whereas a profit tax is driven off the profits. There are arguments for and against. 
What I think the Attorney General needs to understand is that a royalty that is changed midstream— 
mid-project—has a significant impact, probably greater than that of a mining profits tax. When a project 
is started, the proponents know what the royalty is going to be and that can be factored in, as 
Hon Peter Katsambanis said, to the business case. But if the royalty changes midstream, it has a significant 
impact. A profit tax actually means that if a profit is not being made, nothing is paid. I understand the difference, 
Attorney General. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: So do you want a profit tax on goldmines? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. I do not want the Liberal Party’s big new tax, Hon Peter Katsambanis; I do not want 
the Liberal Party to destroy jobs in the goldfields. The Liberal Party is getting excitable today because it knows 
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the difficulty it has; it has already factored in the revenue. It does not know how it is going to collect it, but it has 
factored in the revenue. The alternative is another $600 million black hole because of its complete financial 
mismanagement. 

In the time available, I also want to have a quick chat about the GST issues raised by Hon Peter Katsambanis. 
Let us be clear about this: when the GST was brought in, I think Hon Nick Greiner, who Hon Peter Katsambanis 
mentioned earlier, was Premier of New South Wales, and he was seeking support from governments around 
Australia for the GST to be distributed on a per capita basis. Of course, the then Liberal-National 
WA government refused to support that per capita distribution. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Get your facts right: Bob Carr was Premier. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right, but that does not change the fundamental issue that back then the 
WA Liberal-National government refused to support it. Let us move on from that. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Ken Travers has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We know that when it comes to the GST, it is a long fight and it will take a lot of work 
to change the way in which the GST is distributed in this country. That will not happen until we get either 
a federal government that is prepared to use the powers under the Constitution to provide additional payments to 
Western Australia or an agreement between all the states in this nation. I think we will get that only if there is 
another review of the whole taxation system. I would suggest that at that point Western Australia should go back 
to the core principles on which the Court government commenced the last review back in the late 1990s about 
increasing our ability to have own-source revenue. We realised that the big mistake made was that we actually 
reduced our capacity for own-source revenue. I still think one of the answers is for us to return to being able to 
collect our own income tax, and the Feds to collect and keep the GST. However, that is a debate to be gone into 
in more detail on another day. 

We should not give up, and the federal member for Perth has never said we should give up on the debate for 
a better deal in the income tax sharing arrangement in this country—that is, the way in which federally collected 
taxes are shared in this country. She has never said that. She pointed out that we know that that will be a very 
difficult debate to ever win. Joe Hockey has made it very clear that he will not be doing anything to help, so the 
federal Liberal Treasurer will not do anything to assist that debate. At the same time, the member for Perth said 
that there are difficulties in getting the agreement of all the other states and let us keep that fight going, but there 
is another area that does not require the agreement of all the other states to achieve a better outcome for 
Western Australia. I am talking about the decisions that are made by the federal Liberal cabinet, of which at least 
four members of the Liberal Party in Western Australia are senior members. They could make the decision 
without having to get one single other state in Australia to agree with it, which would fix a big, glaring problem 
in the way infrastructure funding comes to WA from Canberra. We need to bear in mind that the commonwealth 
will spend $45 billion on infrastructure between 2014 and 2019. WA’s share will be only $4.7 billion. That is 
10.37 per cent, yet our population alone is 11.1 per cent. We will not even achieve our population share. Because 
of the time, I will not go back to the figures on the little share we got from the Howard government. Our gross 
contribution to gross national product is 16.6 per cent. Queensland will get 29 per cent of the infrastructure funds 
with only 20 per cent of the population. Our four Liberal members of the federal cabinet are therefore looking 
after Queensland and dudding Western Australia! It is about time that members of the WA Liberal Party stood 
up for Western Australia and challenged why a rich state such as Queensland is being subsidised by their mates 
in Canberra—their preselectors in Canberra. That is where they have missed the debate and so, get on with it, 
stop taxing WA mines and start getting a fair share for WA! 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [12.01 pm]: I am pleased to contribute to the consideration of this 
motion after that hollow speech by the member opposite. It was particularly interesting to note that in his 
contribution, Hon Ken Travers prefaced his remarks by saying that Hon Mark McGowan does not support 
a mining tax. I invite the member to correct me if I misquote him in any way, but as he spoke I wrote it down on 
paper with my pen, and it says that Mark McGowan does not support a mining tax. I note that Hon Ken Travers, 
for probably the first time in history since the member was sworn into this place, is not interjecting. I can 
therefore assume only that he agrees with me that my quote from his speech this morning is accurate. That tells 
us that remarkable things are happening within WA Labor. Indeed, after this morning’s contribution, I do not 
know why members call themselves WA Labor because, plainly, they do not like WA. WA Labor seems to have 
a massive problem because, according to Hon Ken Travers, Mark McGowan does not support a mining tax. Let 
me refresh the memory of Hon Ken Travers of what happened in this place on 22 May 2013. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 11 September 2014] 

 p6057b-6065a 
Hon Peter Katsambanis; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Mark Lewis; Hon Michael 

Mischin 

 [5] 

On 22 May 2013—not that long ago—the Council considered a motion moved by me along the following 
lines — 

That the Legislative Council — 
(a) congratulates the Barnett government for its strong and determined representations against the 

minerals resource rent tax imposed by the Gillard Labor government on iron ore and coal 
producers in Western Australia and other states; and 

(b) calls on the Gillard Labor government to immediately scrap this complex and inefficient tax. 
That was the motion before the house on 22 May 2013. Interestingly, Hon Ken Travers has made an express 
point this morning that his honourable leader, Mark McGowan, does not support a mining tax. A reasonable 
person can only come to the conclusion that, had Hon Mark McGowan been a member of this place, he would 
have supported that motion saying that the Gillard Labor government needed to immediately scrap this complex 
and inefficient tax—after all, he does not support a mining tax! Unfortunately, that honourable member is 
a member of the other place and of course does not have a vote in this place. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Nick Goiran has the call. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that the Leader of the Opposition is feeling rather uncomfortable at the 
moment because, of course, she is one of the members on the record with a quite different position from that of 
Hon Mark McGowan. 
As I was saying, Hon Mark McGowan is not a member of this chamber, so quite obviously he could not cast a 
vote on that motion on 22 May 2013. Notwithstanding the fact that Hon Ken Travers tells us that 
Mark McGowan does not support a mining tax, what does WA Labor do? Without exception, each and every 
one of those members voted against the motion. So something strange and twisted is going on in WA Labor. 
Hon Ken Travers: But the Liberal Party in WA used to oppose per capita sharing of the GST! You’ve clearly 
changed your position. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Do you see, Madam Deputy President, the member is back in form again? 
Hon Ken Travers does not like it. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Nick Goiran has the call. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Hon Ken Travers does not like it when the record reflects the hollow nature of the very 
contributions he gave this morning. He says that Mark McGowan does not support the mining tax, yet 
Hon Ken Travers and his 10 mates all decided to vote against the motion calling on the Labor Gillard 
government to scrap the tax. There is, of course, an explanation to this. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I would like to think that I am a charitable kind of guy and that there is of course an 
explanation for why Hon Ken Travers and his friends find themselves in that dilemma. Interestingly, that 
explanation is also found in the record of Hansard on 22 May 2013 when the one, sole lead speaker from the 
Labor Party decided to rise to their feet and contribute to this matter. That particular member of the Labor Party 
said this — 

I understand why he has done this—it is about generating a political debate to try to cause division over 
and uncertainty about our view and the relationship between state and federal Labor. It will not happen. 

All the evidence before us in those hollow speeches from members opposite shows as clear as crystal that once 
again they are in disarray. Mark McGowan says that he does not support the mining tax but Hon Ken Travers 
and his friends love it. They love the mining tax. They voted against the motion. Why is that? According to their 
lone, sole speaker, it was all about the relationship between state and federal Labor. 

The reason that this motion moved this morning by Hon Peter Katsambanis is of the highest standard and calibre 
and worthy of this place is that it clearly demonstrates the difference between WA Labor and the Liberal Party. 
Unlike members of WA Labor, who are confused about their position on the mining tax and who, according to 
their sole, lone speaker back on 22 May 2013, say that it is more important that there be a relationship between 
state and federal Labor, the courageous position taken by Hon Peter Katsambanis and his friends is that they will 
stand up for WA. They say that they are members of the Western Australian Legislative Council and that they 
are going to do the right thing by Western Australia. Consequently you will see, Madam Deputy President, that 
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his motion covers two important but different topics. One is that he congratulates the federal government for 
abolishing the mining tax. Apparently Mark McGowan would  give Hon Peter Katsambanis a pat on the back for 
that part of the motion. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis: I wait with bated breath! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We did not get that impression from the lone, sole speaker for the opposition at this 
point. However, Hon Peter Katsambanis then did the right and courageous thing by drawing to our attention the 
problem about the share of the GST. What did he do? He called on the federal government. Perhaps members 
opposite have forgotten that the current federal government comprises a Liberal–National coalition. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis is actually calling on his colleagues from his party in the federal Parliament in Canberra 
to take urgent steps in relation to a problem in Western Australia. Contrast that courageous position of 
Hon Peter Katsambanis with the pathetic approach by members opposite when their lone, sole speaker said that 
Mark McGowan supports a mining tax; nevertheless he and all his friends on 22 May 2013 decided that it would 
be too difficult to raise themselves from that side of the chamber, walk across to this side and vote with the ayes. 
They would not do that. Hansard records that they and of course their two mates in the Greens all voted against 
it. The record reflects 21 ayes and 13 noes. I am disappointed with Hon Ken Travers this morning that he would 
try to mislead us by telling us that Hon Mark McGowan does not support a mining tax. If that is true, then he 
needs to resign because Hon Ken Travers does not agree with him. Hon Ken Travers and all of his 11 mates said 
they loved the mining tax, and yet Hon Mark McGowan is still their leader—so tell us who will be the new 
leader? 
Hon Ken Travers: I do not know. If Premier Colin Barnett is going, who will replace him? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The member opposite does not even know who will be their new leader. He and 
Hon Sue Ellery do not like Hon Mark McGowan. They say that even though he is the leader and he does not 
support a mining tax, too bad because they will do the opposite; that is their position. I congratulate 
Hon Peter Katsambanis on a highly professional, highly competent motion that clearly distinguishes the 
difference between the Liberal Party and the Labor Party. I commend the motion to the house. 

HON MARK LEWIS (Mining and Pastoral) [12.11 pm]: I, too, would like to acknowledge 
Hon Peter Katsambanis for bringing this motion to the house but I would also like to stand here today and 
contribute some positive comments to the debate because it is such an important issue for Western Australia and 
I do not think partisan politics helps at all. We have had enough debate on the mining tax, so I will keep my 
comments to the goods and services tax. The GST is basically a symptom of a Federation under pressure. 
Members may recall that in my maiden speech I commented on the need for another Federation convention. 
However, I was later reminded by Hon Norman Moore that there have been many conventions around 
Federation, none of which have made a difference. I suspect that the current Prime Minister, Tony Abbott, must 
have read my maiden speech because he has come out with a promise or a policy decision to undertake a white 
paper process on the reform of the Federation, which I am very pleased to see. 

After 114 years, it is time to have another red-hot go at making the Federation work so that we can get another at 
least 114 years of what is a truly remarkable democratic framework that makes Australia the best place to live in 
the world. In 1901 our founding fathers saw the Commonwealth of Australia as a way to meet the collective 
needs of the colonies and to provide a coordinated approach to things like defence, foreign affairs, trade, 
immigration and a more effective revenue collection process that centralised the then colonies’ excise and duties. 
A key plank of Federation at the time was to ensure that the commonwealth was able to fund itself to undertake 
the constitutional responsibilities that the colonies gave the commonwealth through the Federation. It is 
important to note that the funds were also required—this was acknowledged by the states—to meet their 
sovereign and constitutional responsibilities. All in all, the founding fathers walked away with an agreement with 
which all parties were happy. That agreement was predicated roughly on the basis that the federal–state split was 
25–75; that is, and this is important, that 25 per cent of the total state commonwealth taxation revenue would be 
required by the new commonwealth government. Fast forward 114 years and some states, particularly 
Western Australia, are not happy. What our forefathers predicated the Federation on has completely reversed to 
what is now to 75–25 in favour of the federal government. It has gone from 25–75 to 75–25, and we wonder why 
the Federation is under immense strain. Somehow, over time, we have completely flip-flopped the model to 
which our founding forefathers agreed in 1901. 

In my maiden speech I gave some examples of the sorts of waste I see from a state’s perspective, and 
I highlighted some of the billion-dollar programs dreamed up by subsequent federal governments, mostly for 
political purposes, that not only soak up the return of revenues that were originally a part of the agreement, but 
also take over and usurp the traditional sovereign responsibilities of the states. In my maiden speech I said that 
most of these things are around land matters which are, without question, constitutionally the role or sovereign 
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responsibility of the states, yet billions of dollars’ worth of programs are dreamed up by the feds to undertake 
what is clearly the sovereign responsibility of the states. 
As I said, this is a critical issue for WA. I would like to be positive in this debate and ask all members to 
consider being involved in this white paper reform process going forward. If members have any ideas, they 
should make sure those ideas get into this forum because, as we know, a white paper is something that is 
supposed to be a fairly descriptive process, costed and ready to be implemented. It is probably one of our last 
remaining chances to influence the process. Hon Peter Katsambanis acknowledged some members from WA 
who are involved, but I would hope all members from WA stand up to be counted in this process. 
Although Hon Peter Katsambanis acknowledged some members in his speech, I note that our new senator, 
Senator Linda Reynolds, made a significant contribution recently and I thank her for that. 
Hon Nick Goiran: What about the Labor senators? 
Hon MARK LEWIS: As I said, I encourage all members who represent WA — 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon MARK LEWIS: As I said at the outset of the speech, I do not want to take up partisan issues on this 
motion. I want to be positive and responsible, and stand up for WA, and I want to encourage everybody else to 
do that. Finally, I support the sentiments and the motion of Hon Peter Katsambanis. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Attorney General) [12.19 pm]: I was absent from the 
chamber on urgent parliamentary business for some of Hon Ken Travers’ rant, and I am not sure whether he 
supports the motion. But to be unequivocal about it, I join with Hon Peter Katsambanis and Hon Mark Lewis. 
I have not heard from other members on the government side of the chamber, although I think 
Hon Simon O’Brien may have spoken, and, of course, Hon Nick Goiran. 
Hon Ken Travers: It was a memorable speech from Hon Nick Goiran. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It was indeed. In Hon Nick Goiran’s usual fashion, he was calm, measured in his 
statements and forensically incisive in the points that he made. He does not have to shout across the chamber to 
make his point. There is the old adage: the emptiest vessel makes the loudest noise. It is comforting to know that 
at least that rarely applies to members on the government side of the chamber. 

I congratulate the Liberal federal government on the abolition of the job destroying, anti–Western Australian 
mining tax, also known as the minerals resource rent tax. I also join in calling on the federal government to take 
urgent steps to abolish the current flawed system for the distribution of goods and services tax revenue among 
Australian states and to implement a new population-based system that provides Western Australia with its fair 
share of GST revenue. There are just a couple of points that I want to make. 
In his usual fashion, Hon Ken Travers has managed to cloud the issues. The issue of royalties is not to be 
equated with a tax. He keeps referring to it as a tax. Royalties are the price that those exploiting our natural 
resources pay to the state as the custodian of those resources. It is a sale price for those resources and it is 
adjusted from time to time. The minerals resource rent tax was a tax on profits. It was a volatile tax that would 
change from time to time depending on the amount of profit that was made and whatever tax exemptions could 
be obtained by those that were liable to it. That tax was on top of the royalties that were being paid—the price 
for those resources paid by the companies that were mining resources in this state, whether that is iron ore, gold, 
petroleum or other resources. Those resources are the property of the state of Western Australia and when we 
encourage people to exploit those resources on our behalf, there needs to be some incentive for them to do so, 
and that is profit. A vast investment is made by those who choose to exploit those resources and there is a great 
lead time before those profits can be realised. There seems to be the assumption that because those who are able 
to enter into those industries have vast budgets at their disposal, that their pockets are bottomless and they can 
reach in and pull out money and pay people whatever they ask for—that they can squeeze those companies. It 
must be remembered that before a dollar is made by way of revenue by those companies, they actually have to be 
able to pull something out of the ground and they have to be able to sell it. Whatever the lead time is for 
establishing those industries, those companies are not making any money. But when they do finally get around to 
pulling stuff out of the ground and selling it, the state takes its share; it is selling by way of royalties that 
resource, so that it can make a profit on it. The minerals resource rent tax was an assumption by the then 
Labor government, supported by the then Labor senators who were supposed to be representing the interests of 
Western Australia, that there was an entitlement to take money away from Western Australia. It was quite happy 
to impose a further tax on the profits, in addition to any other profit that was already being taxed, for the 
purposes of financing its spending spree over the last six years. Of course, the tax realised no significant sum of 
money. It was a deal entered into, at the time, in consultation between the then government and some of the 
larger resource companies and it was settled with a view to try to squeeze money out of Western Australian–
based companies selling Western Australian resources, for which they were already paying a price to 
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Western Australia. For Hon Ken Travers to simply equate royalties with a tax imposed by Canberra and criticise 
this government if it looks legitimately at the appropriate price it will place on its resources for those companies, 
is simply fatuous and distorts the entire argument. 
Hon Ken Travers: You don’t think it will have an impact on the mining industry. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is not the issue, Hon Ken Travers. The motion being debated today is about 
the minerals resource rent tax imposed by the member’s compatriots in federal government, which came on top 
of the royalties that were being paid — 
Hon Ken Travers: I am pointing out that you’re doing the same to the mining industry. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: No, we are not doing the same, which would be imposing an impost in addition to 
the cost of those resources. The cost of those resources charged by this state goes towards this state’s budget, this 
state’s revenues and this state’s people. It is not redistributed in largesse by Canberra to everyone else in this 
country. In any event, it was a tax that for all its bureaucratic cost, complexity, loopholes, problems and the 
anguish it caused raised practically nothing. It was a great success to cap off the history of the last Rudd–Gillard, 
Rudd–Greens government in Canberra. It is another tribute to that government’s ability to manage this country’s 
resources and create a deficit that is growing by the day and achieving nothing. A lot of expenditure was based 
on the money that would be raised by the minerals resource rent tax, and, of course, it raised practically nothing. 
The opposition now complains that the current government has had to say that it has not raised any money and it 
cannot spend money on all these wonderful things, and has to wind back spending. The opposition complains 
that that is somehow wrong. It spent against money that it claimed the tax would raise—could not raise—but it 
wanted to spend anyway. So much for the minerals resource rent tax. 

As for the GST, this state has for some time complained about its share and Hon Ken Travers somehow equated 
that with the share that Queensland, a wealthy state, gets. It must be remembered that Queensland is practically 
bankrupt, I would have thought, after so many years of Labor governments in charge. Queensland has 
considerable financial difficulties and it is struggling with those, thanks to the legacy of the last Labor 
administration. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I note that Hon Ken Travers is scoffing, but that many Queenslanders cannot be 
wrong. How many seats does the Labor Party hold in Queensland now? A Kombi van full of seats! Perhaps 
Queenslanders are stupid and need to be told who to vote for. One of these days, I suppose, democracy being 
democracy—the other side wins from time to time—perhaps, as the Labor Party did in 1919 and stacked the 
Legislative Council to abolish it, it will find a way to entrench itself in office forever. 

The fact is that the GST is unfair in its redistribution to the states and territories, and part of the difficulty that 
Western Australia faces is the way in which Canberra has chosen to punish it in other ways, notwithstanding its 
loss of GST share. I will mention one small but significant thing in the scheme of things, and that is the way that 
the previous Labor government abrogated its responsibilities to the people it claims are part of its constituency—
that is, the Aboriginal people of this state. The Aboriginal Legal Service has always been a commonwealth 
responsibility, yet the commonwealth cut its funding for the ALS to the point that the state, with its lower GST 
share, has to provide more to fill the gap. That is just one of myriad examples of how paradises such as 
Tasmania, where one cannot do anything, have received Western Australia’s wealth and punished 
Western Australia in the process. I see that I have run short of time, a lot more could be said on the subject, but I 
look forward with interest to hearing Hon Peter Katsambanis wind up his motion. I support the motion entirely. 
HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [12.29 pm] — in reply: I would like to thank all the 
members who have made a contribution today: Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Mark Lewis; the Attorney General, 
Hon Michael Mischin; and Hon Ken Travers. In their own ways they all made important and unique 
contributions to the motion before us. Hon Mark Lewis flagged the issue of federalism and Australia’s 
Federation. I agree with him that it is a massive challenge that we need to face as a nation. I have said in this 
place before, and outside this place, that the compact that original Federalism was based on is broken, and I do 
not resile from that. As we continue to go into the future with this disproportionate distribution from some states 
to others, as the Attorney General quite clearly articulated, if that disproportionate distribution continues, we are 
just clinging to a broken system. We are just paying lip service to federalism and one day we will have to bite the 
bullet and make a decision: do we believe Australia should become a centralist nation, which it is very, very fast 
becoming, or should some states consider an alternative pathway? I do not want to see that happen—I think we 
are stronger as one Australia—but we cannot remain strong if one state is punished for its successes and other 
states are rewarded for their indolence and their inability to grow and prosper on their own two feet. I, too, 
welcome the white paper on federalism. I made a submission to the National Commission of Audit and, funnily 
enough, the commissioners in their report back fundamentally agreed with the principles I enunciated in my 
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submission in relation to how we go forward with GST revenue. I intend to make a submission to the federalism 
white paper as well, as Hon Mark Lewis indicated he would, and I encourage all Western Australians to do so in 
order to point out the iniquities of the current funding arrangements and to also point out some solutions for the 
future. 
Interestingly, in his own contribution to the debate, Hon Ken Travers stressed that Hon Mark McGowan does not 
support a mining tax. I did not note any comment about his own personal position, but I take it that he was also 
expressing support for his leader’s current position on the mining tax. There was very little said in 
Hon Ken Travers’ contribution about whether the Labor Party stands on a broader based super profits tax or a 
recalibrated super profits tax of the sort that Bill Shorten, the federal opposition leader, the leader of federal 
Labor, has enunciated. If I take it that Hon Ken Travers’ contribution was an indication that the entirety of the 
Labor members in this place no longer support the mining tax, I will note that it is a complete backflip,  
a 180-degree turn, a triple somersault with quadruple pike from the position that they expressed and voted on on 
22 May 2013 on the motion that Hon Nick Goiran moved at the time and that Hon Ken Travers discussed in his 
contribution. On 22 May 2013, Hon Kate Doust said — 

The opposition will not agree to this motion … 
She also said — 

The basic principles behind the establishment of this tax — 
Being the mining tax — 

… are, indeed, sound principles. 
There is another one of those sound principles of the Labor Party that has been jettisoned today. I welcome that 
because it seems the Labor Party has come into some reality that the mining tax was bad, but I point out that to 
one and a half years ago the mining tax was a sound principle, it was a sound tax, and the Labor Party did not 
want to see it abolished. Today, it is happy that the Liberal government did the heavy lifting—the Liberal Party 
did the hard work to get rid of it. As the Attorney General pointed out in his contribution, the mess that was left 
behind by Labor was that despite no revenue being raised, all the hypothecated revenue—all the pretend 
revenue—had been spent. That makes it even harder for the federal government to use its own source revenue to 
rebalance the distribution of GST. To use a colloquialism, federal Labor narked the federal budget for a decade 
into the future; it mortgaged Australians’ future for a decade to come by making it so difficult to unwind these 
arrangements. I note that I do not have much time left, but in closing I thank all members today for their 
contributions and I commend the motion in my name to the house. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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