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PAY-ROLL TAX AMENDMENT (DEBT AND DEFICIT REMEDIATION) BILL 2017 
PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT (DEBT AND DEFICIT REMEDIATION) BILL 2017 

Cognate Debate — Motion 
Leave granted for the Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 to be dealt with cognately, and for the Pay-roll 
Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill to be the principal bill. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 12 October. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [10.11 am]: I stand to speak on the Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit 
Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. 
It is with some reluctance that I will talk about a bill that I think will apply an enormous impost on the economic 
conditions of Western Australia. Payroll tax is one that we have to consider as being an abhorrent tax. It taxes 
businesses for employing people. I believe it should be incumbent on both sides of this house to work at ways to 
reduce payroll tax rather than looking at ways to increase it further. It is a tax that has negative consequences 
throughout the broader community. 
Although the government has attempted to put the focus on larger businesses with payrolls between $100 million 
and $1.5 billion, simply because of supply chain impacts, it will flow through the supply chain and have a negative 
consequence on smaller businesses. In addition, I want to reinforce today that the government does not have 
a mandate in this Parliament to increase taxes on Western Australian businesses. The Labor Party made a promise 
going into the election of no new taxes or tax increases. It has made some fictitious announcements about revenue 
writedowns, and I will talk further about how that has been exaggerated with a minimum of 25 per cent of the 
revenue writedowns being essentially fictitious. I will step through the impacts on the budget that show that we 
are still seeing increased spending and increased debt and that the revenue generated from this tax, although 
important for this current Labor government’s budget, does very little for budget repair and is more about trying 
to meet the interest payments of the new debt that is accumulating in this term. Although these bills are focused 
on large businesses with payrolls between $100 million and $1.5 billion, an interesting report from the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia suggests that 68 per cent of the impact of this 
amendment will flow through the supply chain to small and medium enterprises or small business, and that will 
result in job losses in our economy. This CCI report suggests that those job losses in the small and medium 
enterprise sector of the economy will be 908 people and growing over time. 
In this debate, I would like to point out a couple of anomalies in the community and how they will impact on 
businesses that may not have been the intention. As I said, because of the supply chain effects, the CCI report 
paints some interesting effects on SMEs and implores the government to consider the increase of a threshold. We 
acknowledge that the start date of these bills is 1 July 2018 and that the Premier has indicated that consideration 
will be given in future budgets to the thresholds and the impact on small to medium enterprises, but I will highlight 
that today because I believe pressure needs to be applied on this government because it has failed to acknowledge 
the flow-through effect on small business. The government is more concerned about the optics of the bills it has 
presented to this house rather than the actual consequences they will have on the broader economy. That, in 
essence, is what I will focus on today in my presentation on these bills. 

As I said, I believe at the outset that these bills will increase the thresholds of a tax that both sides of Parliament 
should be doing their best to reduce and remove over time. There can be no worse thing to do to an economy than 
tax employers for employing people. We acknowledge the amount of revenue that payroll tax brings in and 
understand the difficulties of removing payroll tax, but I believe the emphasis should be on both sides of Parliament 
to do their utmost to remove this and free up the economy. We know that removing payroll tax will flow through 
to increased levels of jobs in the broader economy and make us a stronger economy overall. I want to touch on 
some aspects of this bill. 

I refer to the Treasurer’s second reading speech and will touch on some of the points he has made. I find interesting 
some of the Treasurer’s commentary in this house regarding responses I have provided. Yesterday, he suggested 
that when government members make personal attacks on me, I have a quivering lip. I can assure the Treasurer 
that I have been bullied by far bigger and worse looking people than him in my time, having spent five years in 
a boarding school. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Who was the biggest? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: There were a couple of boys. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Mario Milano, Haystack Calhoun? 
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Mr D.C. NALDER: The Leader of the House is trying to distract me. There were a couple of boys in East Perth 
who liked a scrap. One of the things I have never done, Treasurer, is shy away from a bully. 

An opposition member: Never back away from a bully. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Never back away from a bully. At times it has caused me to cop the consequences and I can 
share that in the first couple of years in boarding school—I was a tall child—I was beaten up severely. I always 
look back on it and say that I probably deserved 50 per cent of what I got because I tended to give back a bit of 
lip, but part of that was that I never ever shied away from a bully. If the Premier and the Treasurer want to sit there 
and trade barbs and call me brainless and all the other names they have been throwing at me in the last couple of 
weeks, go for it, boys! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I never called you names. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The Premier did. If they want to try to bully me into submission, it ain’t gunna work! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Them’s fightin’ words. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Them’s fightin’ words. 

I will share this. I recall a time when a guy decided to take me out on the Williams oval when I was 19 years old. 
As we drive past to go on our holidays to Albany every year, I remind my kids that my front teeth are somewhere 
out there on that Williams oval. We used to have only a single umpire, who said later, “I was standing behind the 
player”—I will name him; it was Glen Ford from Williams, known as a hit man—“I saw him clench his fist and 
I saw him swing it but because it was behind him, I could not see it make contact with your head, so I had to call 
play on.” I spent four and a half hours in a dentist’s chair that evening, having bits of tooth and jawbone picked 
out of my gums, but retired from football that day, at the age of 19—for one week. Once I had the stitches out, 
I wanted to get back, and did so, and had the pleasure of playing against Williams in a preliminary final in which 
we beat them by 10 goals. They actually admitted later that, because we had an average age of 19, they had decided 
they were going to beat us up. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Who was that game against? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Williams. I was 19; Glen Ford was 29. 

Anyway, I turn to the Minister for Finance’s second reading speech for the Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and 
Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. The purpose of this bill — 

Mr P.J. Rundle interjected. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: No; I was quite happy to share a story. If these boys want to get up and try to bully me, I will 
have a crack! 

The second reading speech states, in part — 

In response to downward revisions of general government revenue in Western Australia of $5 billion 
since the March state election, the state government has had to introduce several fiscal repair measures 
in the 2017–18 state budget to return the state’s finances to a more sustainable footing. 

That is a load of rubbish; it is an absolute load of rubbish. For a start, there has not been $5 billion in revenue 
writedowns in this state. I have highlighted this before, and I will continue to highlight it all the way through. I can 
show members that 25 per cent of these revenue writedowns are created by the other side, and $977 million of it 
was because the government decided to change the methodology for how it would forecast future iron ore prices. 
It is not real; it does not change the real revenue that we will receive from iron ore. It is just that the government 
has taken a more conservative approach. I do not deny that taking a more conservative approach is probably 
a prudent thing to do—we would probably do the same thing—but to stand in this house and state that there has 
been a revenue writedown and imply that that was a shock to the budget and use that as a reason for breaking 
promises and introducing new taxes that the government promised prior to the election that it would not introduce 
is a lie. The Labor Party misled the community of Western Australia to gain further votes before an election and 
is now trying to justify the reasons for breaking that promise and introducing new taxes. That is misleading the 
people of Western Australia; $977 million of that was purely the result of a change in the methodology for 
forecasting iron ore prices into the future. We are yet to see whether that will flow through and create a revenue 
writedown, but the actual iron ore prices will determine that, not the forecast. 

Secondly, the government talked about revenue writedowns because of the GST. A component of the revenue 
writedown on GST is that the forecast was for 38 cents in the dollar and the government budgeted on that, and we 
have received only 34.4 per cent. Again, on the surface, yes, it looks as though there has been an impact, but the 
government has failed to acknowledge that the federal government topped the revenue back up, so there has not 
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actually been a revenue impact on the state. The Treasurer then followed that up with an argument that that was 
last financial year and this is for the future. As I have said in this place many times, if we look at page 212 of 
budget paper No 3, we will see that the government has created a new line, “Slippage Provision”. I still do not 
understand what that is about, other than the government again trying to create the illusion of the budget being 
better than it is in future years. It has removed revenue from the last financial year and put it into future years, 
which takes away the argument that the top-up was for last financial year. Not only that, the government decided 
to shift the dividends from port authorities and utilities into this financial year from last financial year—a total of 
$300 million. It just decided to shift it across. Again, that is to make last financial year look slightly worse than 
this financial year, and I can only conclude that it was to create the impression that the current account deficit is 
reducing over time and that debt growth is slowing over time, when, in reality, although there are some 
improvements, it is not as stark as the government is trying to make out. 

We are talking about breaking a fundamental promise made before an election and introducing a new tax on 
a somewhat fictitious basis. The government has created an outcome through fancy accounting practices, processes 
and statements to try to create the illusion that this is something it had no choice but to do. That is anything but 
the case. 

What makes this more interesting is the impact it will have on the financials. This feeds right into the whole budget 
summary and narrative that it is all about budget repair. We heard the Treasurer again say, “Don’t you want budget 
repair? We have to do budget repair.” The problem is that we still have a high-spending government. Again, 
although it has created the illusion of continuing to be tough on wages growth, we still have a high-spending 
government and net debt is growing by more than 34 per cent over the next four years. The government inherited 
a total state net debt of $31.96 billion. I acknowledge that that is an issue that needed to be dealt with, and that is 
why, when the Liberal Party went to the last election, we were open and honest with the community and had the 
promises we made to tackle debt costed by Treasury. Treasury confirmed that if we won the election, net debt 
would be at $28.8 billion by the end of the first term of government. The government is now forecasting net debt 
to be at $43.6 billion by the end of the first term of government. That is a difference of some $15 billion. 

If we just ignore what the Liberal Party would have delivered over the first term of government through the 
commitments it made to the people of Western Australia and look at what the Labor government inherited, which 
is debt of $32 billion, we see that it is taking that amount to $43.6 billion. We are talking about a difference of 
$11.5 billion. The revenue that this payroll tax will generate in the fourth year of this term of government is 
$155 million, and the government is putting forward the argument that it is necessary for budget repair. Under this 
government, we will see an increase in debt of around 34 per cent, and an increase in interest expense of more than 
50 per cent. If we look at the final year of the forward estimates, we see that the interest expense will be up to 
$510 million a year—$380 million because of the new debt that the government is generating, and $130 million 
because of an increase in the forecast for interest rates. The government is trying to create the illusion that this 
impost on large businesses with payrolls of $100 million and $1 billion and up will generate only 30 per cent of 
the increased interest expense that this state will be paying within four years, yet it talks about it being necessary 
for budget repair. For me, budget repair is repair done to the budget on what the government has inherited, not 
repair of what its impost will create over this term of government. We cannot say that these measures are there to 
fix what the government inherited from the previous government. They are there to assist in funding the 
commitments the government made. Again, it misled the community by saying that it would pay down debt like 
a mortgage, yet we are seeing a more than 30 per cent increase in debt and a more than 50 per cent increase in 
interest expense charges.  

The Treasurer cannot sit in this place and argue that this impost on the people of Western Australia is due to the 
activities of the former government when it does not meet even one-third of the increased interest expense that the 
government will generate in this term of government. I repeat: the new debt that is being created by this 
government is shifting from $32 billion to $43.6 billion. The current bond rates that are put in the budget by 
Treasury are three per cent and they are forecast to increase to 3.4 per cent by 2020–21. That increase of 
0.4 per cent in the total debt adds $130 million in additional interest every year, but the new debt that the 
government is creating adds $380 million a year. This is the problem we have with the government. The 
government talks about budget repair, but our position is that it keeps applying it to what it inherited from the 
former government, and in no way does this measure address anything to do with what it has inherited from the 
former government. This is all to do with the financial impost on this state that the government is causing through 
its commitments. 

Not only has the government broken an election promise to the people of Western Australia that it would not 
introduce new taxes or increase taxes—that is what the Premier was quoted as saying a number of times: there will 
be no new taxes or increases in taxes—but also it claimed for two years that more needed to be done about the 
financial affairs of Western Australia. This is really interesting. For two years, the Treasurer prosecuted the 
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argument that revenue was not the issue with the budget; it was expense management. Yet in his very first budget, 
he has put in place new revenue measures. Not only did he not promise them, but also he prosecuted the argument 
for two years that they were not necessary and that it was all about the expense side, not the revenue side of the 
profit and loss statement. Why has that rhetoric changed just because he has shifted from shadow Treasurer to 
Treasurer? It all seems a little too convenient for me. 

I will shift through a couple of things on that point. I refer to page 8 of budget paper No 3, which outlines the 
revenue that will be generated from this measure. This measure will not come into effect until 1 July 2018. It is an 
impost on businesses that have payrolls above $100 million. For the amount that is over $100 million, the payroll 
tax will shift from 5.5 per cent to six per cent. For those businesses that have payrolls exceeding $1.5 billion, the 
tax rate will increase to 6.5 per cent. The revenue that is forecast to be generated will grow from $135 million in 
2018–19 to $145 million in 2019–20 to $155 million in 2020–21. The rhetoric from the Treasurer is that this will 
impact on only about one per cent of Western Australian employers. Again, it is a liberal use of the term, because 
it does not take into consideration all the employers who have offices and large employee bases in 
Western Australia but whose head offices are domiciled elsewhere in Australia. Some 1 300 employers will be 
directly impacted. 

I want to share with members in the chamber that although the rhetoric is that an impost is being imposed on the 
large end of town, an economic analysis undertaken by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia categorically states that this will impact on small business and small and medium-sized 
enterprises and will flow through to and impact on employment in Western Australia. I will quote directly from 
the “Payroll Tax Increase for Large WA Employers: Economic Analysis” by the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia. It states — 

The cost of the payroll tax increase will impact all businesses—large corporations and small and medium 
sized enterprises … CCI modelling has identified that 32 per cent of job losses will occur directly in large 
businesses. The remainder — 

That is, 68 per cent — 

will be lost in SMEs. This means that 426 direct job losses will occur in the largest employers that are 
required to pay payroll tax, and a further 908 will be lost across the wider economy. Many SME’s will 
reduce employment to pay for the flow on effects of the tax increase. 

That is not an acknowledgement that we have heard from this government or from the Treasurer. The Treasurer 
has painted a picture that this will impact on only a very small percentage and that it is the large organisations—
implying the large profit-generating organisations—that are being asked to do the heavy lifting with this 
revenue-generating measure. The CCI report states that 68 per cent of the impact on job losses will be felt by small 
to medium enterprises or small business. Therefore, the questions to the government are: Does it acknowledge the 
flow-through impacts on the supply chain? Does it acknowledge that this will impact on the revenue or cost 
recovery of small and medium enterprises within the supply chain? Will this state government, as it has alluded 
to, address the impact on small and medium enterprises? 

What is of interest is the approach that the CCI would implore the state government to consider, and I believe this 
is worth consideration. We acknowledge that this budget measure will not come into effect until 1 July 2018, so 
there is time for the government, if it does not look at it now, to look at it in next year’s budget. The CCI findings 
in this economic analysis show that increasing the payroll tax threshold by $100 000 from $850 000 to 
$950 000 would offset 65 per cent of the jobs forecast to be lost, while reducing the increased payroll tax by just 
35 per cent. For 65 per cent of the revenue raised through this measure, we could protect 65 per cent of the jobs 
that are forecast to be lost through this measure. I believe that this government has not thought through this 
measure. It has been focused on explaining that this measure will tax only the top end of town—the large 
businesses—which can afford to pay. This economic report by a reputable industry association highlights that 
68 per cent of this impact will be felt by small and medium enterprises because it will be passed through the supply 
chain. Therefore, I believe it has been a mistake by the government not to give greater consideration to the broader 
economic impacts on our economy. The government would like to think that this tax will be easily absorbed and 
will not impact on jobs, but it will, and the government should do something about it.  

I talked to my community about the issues. I admit that I had a lot more meetings and concerns raised with me 
about the gold tax than I have about the payroll tax. We uncovered an anomaly in my electorate and I raise this 
with the Treasurer to get it on the record so that it is at least understood and could perhaps be considered. 
I understand that we do not make rules for exceptions because it is impossible. We have to make rules based on 
the majority. However, a good government will always understand the impacts it may have or the anomalies that 
may be created and look at ways to ameliorate the concerns that are raised. 
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A constituent in my electorate raised a very good point. This constituent is a hiring firm that employs people in the 
mining sector. It hires people and, therefore, the payroll is processed through its business. Even though the 
employee’s pay is ultimately funded by a small mine out in the regional areas, this company recruits for these mining 
companies right across Australia to put people in specific jobs and the payroll sits in its business. In turn, it makes 
a small margin out of that business and that becomes the profit. It is essentially not much more than a family 
business. It found that during the boom, the business’s payroll was over $100 million a year. However, as I said, the 
percentage of profit that this business makes is quite small. I believe that it works on about a six per cent margin for 
its gross profit. When it is tendering for work, it does not know exactly where it sits in relation to the threshold. As 
we have had a downturn in the mining sector, its revenue stream or payroll has dropped significantly and is well 
below $100 million. We are already starting to see the mining sector pick up, particularly around drilling, so its 
payroll is starting to grow again. This company has to quote and compete for this business. If it does not know when 
it is going to pass that threshold of $100 million, it does not know how it can pass that on. 

At the same time, it may be supporting or generating employees for small mining companies that would not 
naturally go above the $100 million threshold, but because it aggregates and provides an employee service for 
multiple firms, it is being penalised. It makes that company less competitive than smaller firms because it has to 
wear this cost impost. Potentially, its payroll is about to grow back up to the $100 million mark. It will not be able 
to tell exactly when it will reach that threshold until it has more employees on its payroll. It will pay higher taxes 
than a smaller firm doing the same function will pay, which makes it less competitive. Alternatively, it is going to 
become much less profitable. Because the company works on a percentage margin, although the payroll may sound 
quite large—$100 million—the actual flowthrough effect to the bottom line is quite dramatic. We can see 
reductions of profit in the order of 15 to 30 per cent based on a 0.5 per cent increase in the payroll tax. 
I acknowledge that this probably is an anomaly, but I seek assurance from the Treasurer that the government will 
take these things into consideration and potentially look at ways this can be dealt with so that we do not 
inadvertently make a business less profitable than its competition purely because it is one of the larger recruiting 
firms in Australia. I would like to see that anomaly addressed for my constituent. 

As I have shared with members in this chamber, it is apparent that this government has been far more interested 
in the optics than the substance of quite a few bills that we have seen in this place over the last little while. 
I particularly note the Western Australian Jobs Bill. To highlight the impact—I will connect it to this bill—the 
optics of that was around creating a perception that the government will bias Western Australian businesses for 
jobs in Western Australia when it goes out to tender, yet the bill also acknowledges that it is unconstitutional to 
bias against other states in Australia and New Zealand. We created a bill that will create this perception and we go 
out there and sell the message that we are making it better for Western Australian businesses, that they will get 
a favourable advantage and that we all like the principle of that—no question. All of us like the principle of 
supporting Western Australian businesses over other businesses. However, the government created a bill that it 
cannot deliver on because the Constitution makes it illegal to bias Western Australian businesses over those in 
other states and New Zealand. Right now, New Zealand is challenging Queensland on a similar bill on the basis 
that it is concerned that it is unconstitutional. We created the optics but the constitutional issue with this bill has 
not been addressed. At this point, we have put a bill through this Parliament that cannot deliver on the rhetoric that 
has been put out into the community by this government. 

Then we look at the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. An independent umpire assess and — 

Mr V.A. Catania: Used to. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: We used to have an independent umpire who assessed the salaries of members in this 
chamber. It is fascinating that the former Charlie Court government put in place the independent umpire in 
1975 and it took the politics out of the remuneration of MPs, yet this Premier has decided to go in and usurp that 
authority and take over and politicise MPs’ salaries again. We have seen this example impact on everybody in this 
chamber — 

Mr V.A. Catania: Except — 

Mr D.C. NALDER: — except for the Premier. The Premier will see his benefits continue to accrue over the next 
four years whilst those of everyone else in this chamber have been frozen. I find that quite insulting. I expected 
better leadership. The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is influenced by the Premier’s office anyway. This bill 
has been rushed in to freeze MPs’ salaries to create this optic that we are in pain, too, and doing the right thing 
et cetera, but the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal had already stated that there would be a zero pay rise for MPs 
this year anyway. There was no rush for the bill to impact on the salaries of members of this chamber. I have been 
in government only one term, but I think over the past four years I had an above-consumer-price-index pay increase 
only once. I am very conscious of the fact that the Premier had an influence over the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal to ensure that it did not get carried away in any circumstance. Again, I think this has been more about 
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optics than reality. I find it totally insulting that the Premier, who voted back in October 2000 to halve the 
remuneration of all future MPs in this chamber except himself, will continue to see the benefit of what he protected 
for himself grow over the next four years. It is fascinating that the increased pension the Premier will generate 
over the next four years will be greater than the total pension that the member for Cockburn could generate from 
the super he has accumulated in the time that he has been a member of Parliament. If the Premier is going to put 
measures in place to demonstrate that we will do our bit of lifting for the current economy, he should actually 
show leadership and apply it to himself. What we are actually getting from this Premier is the same thing he did 
back in October 2000 when he chose to vote to remove the benefits for future MPs but to protect them for himself. 
That is what he is doing again. He is applying a measure through the salaries and allowances bill that will apply 
an impost on every member in this chamber but he is still receiving a massive growth in benefits for himself. 
I think it is a disgrace. 

Mr V.A. Catania: How much do you think it will be, member? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is very easy to calculate this because it is in three pages of a report that sits in the library. 
It is contained in a 1998 committee report into the parliamentary pension scheme. It shows how to calculate the 
pension and the commutation factors to be able to take a lump sum. I estimate that if the Premier were to leave 
today, he would receive a pension of over $200 000 a year for the rest of his life. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Is that CPI-ed? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: And CPI-ed. He could convert that to a lump sum benefit of around $2.7 million to 
$2.8 million. That is before the benefit flowthrough of becoming Premier. Since becoming Premier, over the next 
four years I estimate that—it is a rough calculation at best—his pension will increase by over $15 000 a year for 
the rest of his life. For members who have joined since about 2001 to 2005, if they have generated about 
$400 000 or $500 000, they will get about only three or four per cent out there. As far as heavy lifting, if the 
Premier wanted to demonstrate leadership, which is what he is failing at, he would impose a freeze on the benefits 
of his pension system and then we would actually believe that he is genuine and not just trying to play politics by 
impacting every other member in this chamber except himself. 

I got off track a little. The optics of the bills coming into this house do not match the substance of the detail that 
sits within. We are seeing exactly the same thing occur with this payroll tax bill. The optics are its impacts on the 
top end of town, but the reality is we will see this flow through and become an impost on small and medium 
businesses within Western Australia. 

In summarising the key points of this debate, payroll tax is something that both sides of this house should be trying 
to address to reduce and/or remove whenever possible. It should be something that is reluctantly increased because 
we are taxing businesses for employing people. This bill will increase the tax on businesses for employing people. 
We know that has negative consequences. Businesses need to therefore look at their expense base to see how they 
are going to fund it. That will invariably flow through and impact on jobs. 

As I have said, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia has said this will impact to the tune 
of 1 300 jobs in the first year, and that impact will grow. The CCI’s economic analysis states — 

By the third year of the Government’s payroll tax increase, the jobs lost in WA will increase from 
1,334 to 1,489. 

It is something that all governments should look to reduce wherever they can. We acknowledge the share of 
revenue that payroll tax generates in an overall budgetary sense. We understand that it is not realistic to pull the 
rug out and remove it altogether. But to turn around and increase it, and not acknowledge that this will have 
negative consequences on the economy or on small and medium enterprises, is wrong and something that the 
government should address and should acknowledge in this decision. The opposition accepts that this is for a period 
of time in tight economic times. We acknowledge that there are tough economic times. A lot of that has come about 
because of a sudden deterioration in iron ore prices a couple of years ago, which dramatically impacted on the royalty 
revenue that WA receives. The issue is further compounded by the lag effect in GST over a three-year period. We 
wear the impost of the lower royalties but we do not claw back any of the GST for some time. 

The Liberal Party is criticised about the financials that the current government inherited from the former Liberal 
government. It is interesting to read through—I encourage anybody who has not read this to do so—the latest 
ratings report from Standard and Poor’s Global that retains Western Australia’s current rating of AA+ for 
long-term ratings and A-1+ for short-term ratings. However, the report states — 
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The outlook remains negative, reflecting our view that the state’s cash operating deficits could persist and 
increase its debt burden should the government fail to further constrain spending growth broadly in line 
with its targets, or should its revenue fall even further. 

I would like to bring out a couple of points. The ratings agency S&P Global went on to state in its report — 

We continue to expect that the state’s share of Australia’s goods and services tax … revenue, which is 
likely to rise sharply during the next few years … 

The basis of the outlook is not on the measures that this government has put in place; it will be more broadly in 
line with the fact that we will get the return of this GST coming through. This is an important part of the report — 

Nevertheless, the outlook remains negative, reflecting continued risks to the state achieving its cost 
savings … targets. 

It also states — 

Meanwhile, we consider it could be challenging for the state to continue to constrain spending growth to 
the degree to aims to achieve. 

We have heard so much criticism from the government about the previous administration. Again I quote — 

Its first budget, released in September, indicates that the new government will continue to endeavor to 
constrain spending growth at a very low rate. This follows a number of years of concerted effort by the 
previous government to slow the rate of expense growth. 

It was fascinating the other day to hear the Treasurer talk about the S&P ratings. He pulled out reviews done years 
ago, not the current review, to talk about what was said in this report. The report goes on to state — 

We believe the spending targets could be difficult to achieve, especially after a number of years of 
restraint in public sector wage growth and public sector efficiency drives, as well as pressure to provide 
higher levels of public services. 

That is fascinating because it highlights that the previous administration did a lot to tackle spending growth and 
wage constraints and ensure that this state can get back onto a proper footing. It also acknowledges that a large 
impact of that is because of the GST and how it is expected to come back. It is fascinating to hear the rhetoric from 
the Treasurer, because although for two years he prosecuted that this state had an expense issue, not a revenue 
issue, now that he is in government putting these revenue measures in place, he argues that it was not a GST issue 
and that the GST is known. There are many quotes by the Treasurer that outline that anybody who does not know 
in advance what the GST is going to be is a fool because what is available for them to understand is pretty 
straightforward. It is pleasurable to see that Standard and Poor’s acknowledges the hard work done by the previous 
administration. It acknowledges that tough times are still ahead and that is something that we as a former 
administration also acknowledged. This government went to an election knowing what the financials were. Before 
the election we were projecting through Treasury that debt would grow to over $41.1 billion if it was left 
unchecked. We went to that election and committed to address it. The current government would not submit its 
election commitments to Treasury for costing. It would not do it, yet it has come into government and we now see 
debt growing to $43.6 billion. The government has taken over at a point at which the debt was under $32 billion 
and it will take it to $43.6 billion. This measure of payroll tax impost, although it is for a period of only five years, 
will not even cover the interest expense of the new debt that it is generating during this term of government. The 
Treasurer likes to go on about budget repair but I argue that this is not budget repair. These are measures to assist 
the government in funding its $5 billion election commitments and it needs these measures to fund that. It has been 
totally dishonest with the public of Western Australia because although it made the commitment to not create new 
taxes or increase taxes, over and over again we are seeing the impost of new taxes on Western Australians. 

Although we have acknowledged that we will not block the government’s measures, we do not support them 
because the government does not have a mandate due to the promises it made. The revenue writedowns have 
numbers that are not genuine revenue writedowns, so it is creating the illusion that there is a greater problem in 
the finances than what there is. The government is continuing to grow its debt unabated and whilst it creates the 
optics that the level of debt is reducing and that it will reduce the debt in 2020–21, with this shifting and the new 
line item put in the budget called slippage, it shifted $650 million of revenue on the capital line into the last year 
of 2020–21 to give the impression that debt will reduce when in reality it will not. Debt is still continuing to grow. 

These are the points that I make today on this appropriation bill. Although we are not going to block this bill, we 
are extremely disappointed in the government for the way in which it arrogantly abuses the mandate that it was 
given by applying new taxes on businesses at a tough time and not acknowledging that this will not flow through 
to and impact on small to medium-sized enterprises. 
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MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [11.04 am]: I am going to talk on behalf of the National Party on the 
Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment 
(Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 being debated cognately, and highlight from the outset that the 
National Party will not be supporting these bills both through this chamber and the other chamber. I will outline 
our reasons and arguments for that. We have an amendment on the notice paper that we will bring to the floor. 
Although we do not support the bill, given that it is highly likely to go through both houses we will endeavour to 
try to improve it, if we can, to give some relief to the small and medium-sized enterprises that are impacted by the 
state payroll tax. I will highlight what the Labor Party is proposing. It is proposing a temporary progressive payroll 
tax scale to apply to large employers for a limited period of five years from 1 July 2018. The plan would see an 
increase in the payroll tax from 5.5 per cent to six per cent for WA employers with a nationwide payroll exceeding 
$100 million but not exceeding $1.5 billion. WA employers with an Australia-wide payroll exceeding $1.5 billion 
will have that part of their payroll taxed at a rate of 6.5 per cent. The proposals put up to date are expected to raise 
some $435 million in the forward estimate period. 

It is interesting to go back and understand what payroll tax is, what it raises and its history in the state. It has been 
described on many occasions as the largest source of taxation revenue for Western Australia. It is the biggest tax 
that we have in the state. In the 2016–17 financial year it was expected to raise $3.5 billion. I do not have the latest 
figures, but that is what it was expected to raise in the 2016–17 financial year, accounting for approximately 
14 per cent of the total state revenue or 40 per cent of total state taxation revenue. I will go into those businesses 
that are most significantly impacted by it in a moment. It is interesting to also look at its history over the last 
decade or so. Payroll tax revenue has been growing on average by 11 per cent a year over the last decade; 
however, in the 2016–17 financial year it was estimated to grow by only about 0.2 per cent after having declined 
in 2015–16. In the period until 2015–16 there was fairly significant growth, obviously reflecting the business 
sentiment in the state, but since then there was either significantly lower growth and very small growth or negative 
growth, in some cases. Reflecting that business sentiment, what is paid to the state will flow through as an impact 
on the payroll tax paid to the state. That recent weakness in payroll tax collections has reflected a combination of 
lower wage growth and falls in full-time employment and the number of hours worked. Although it reflects the 
state of the economy, nevertheless it is the biggest tax to the state. 

There are also some exemptions. People may or may not be aware that numerous payroll exemptions apply, 
including for charitable institutions, religious institutions, government departments, public hospitals, schools, 
apprentice and trainee wages, and the wages paid for the first two years of employment of eligible new employees 
with disabilities and/or new Indigenous employees. One of the issues raised with us when I was the training 
minister, and I am sure it was raised with Treasurer, was about businesses that employ a significant number of 
trainees. The flowthrough impact means that business are arguably using training platforms to achieve that 
requirement for exemptions to payroll tax. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You would have also seen some news recently around potential abuse of using trainees. In due 
course, we will have to bring something back here to deal with that. But it is actually not as easy as you think, 
because you want to protect legitimate training but stop potential abuse. There have been some quite outrageous 
examples of abuse that I will bring here in due course. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Some of the examples that were given to me when I was training minister were pretty stark, 
but in making changes we do not want the unintended consequence of having people not take on employees and 
trainees, so that is absolutely reasonable. 

The mining industry was the industry most impacted by the payroll tax in 2015–16, and I think it still is. The 
contribution of the mining sector is 23 per cent, the construction sector contributes 14 per cent and professional 
scientific and technical services contribute nine per cent. There is a list of the various sectors. Mining and 
construction are certainly the dominant businesses that are paying the liability to the state. The member for 
Bateman, as the shadow Minister for Finance, talked about the numbers from the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia, which suggest that the impact of these changes will not be insignificant. They will 
impact 1 300 jobs, with a potential impact beyond that. The member highlighted that 32 per cent of job losses will 
occur directly in big businesses captured by the tax. The remainder will be lost by small to medium enterprises 
that will be indirectly affected by the changes. I do not think anyone can say that this will not have an impact as it 
goes forward. The government came in on a platform of jobs; in fact, it brought a jobs bill to the house. Now it 
will put an impost on business that will have an impact on jobs. It will be interesting to hear the Treasurer’s 
comments on what he thinks those impacts will be. 

One of the biggest issues that the National Party has with these bills is that the government went to the election 
stating that there would be no new taxes. The National Party took a pretty aggressive approach to our election 
campaign. We looked for a change to the special lease rental fee with potential flowthrough benefits to the payroll 
tax regime we have in the state. We took a hit on that, losing a leader and potentially another seat. It probably did 
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not do me any harm in my area but it certainly had a pretty big impact across the state. The Liberal Party took 
a reasonably aggressive and up-front approach with the partial sale of Western Power, which we supported. 
Banners still sit in trees around my electorate that are a hangover from the election and the union campaign that 
followed, which, no doubt, had an impact. Both the Liberal and National Parties took very clear up-front positions 
to the election and took an impact from that. Right the way through, the Labor Party said that there would be no 
new taxes and no new imposts on mums and dads. Since then, history has shown that they have been impacted, 
and this is one of those. It is only reasonable that as a party, although we will not block supply for the government, 
we take a position that will block an impost that the government did not signal to the people of Western Australia 
prior to the election. Labor’s commentary was misleading. Its members were seemingly prepared to say anything 
they liked going into the election. Once they got into government, they found that the challenges of government 
are always heavier than the challenges of being in opposition. Now the government is seeking to put an impost on 
companies that pay payroll tax in this state. The consequential flowthrough will impact employees. I understand 
that it will be temporary. I can see the pressure coming on at that point, when there is a level of acceptance, and if 
there have not been significant improvements in what is in the forward estimates now. Pressure will come on to 
keep it going. We will oppose this legislation but we are not in a position nor would we want to block supply for 
the government. 

A number of commentators have talked about the impact that this measure will have on jobs. It will be good to go 
through a few of those. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You will be opposing — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We will be opposing these two bills. We have an amendment to put up to try to make the 
bills better, but we will be opposing these bills in both houses. It is different from the position of the Liberal Party. 

I will quote from a background note written by the APH Parliamentary Library in 2009. It states — 

… the cost of paying the tax can be passed on to either employees (through lower wages) or to consumers 
(through higher prices). 

This is commentary about payroll tax and the effect it has on the business community. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The member’s quite right. There are ways it can be dealt with. For example, the CCI has assumed 
that it will all be dealt with by way of passing it on to employees with no pass-on to consumers. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: And/or shareholders. 

A Henry Review article, “Australia’s Future Tax System Report to the Treasurer Dec 2009”, states — 

In the long run, businesses will pass the burden of payroll tax onto workers … 

Another comment is from KPMG — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That can be in a number of ways. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Of course—a number of impacts. 

Another comment is from KPMG — 

It’s been called a ‘dud tax’ that kills jobs, and the increase to the top rate of Western Australia (WA) 
payroll tax to 6 percent and 6.5 percent for large employers has been poorly received by the business 
community, with the common view being that it will act as a further impediment to employment growth. 

That is a very respected business commentator talking about the direct effects on employment growth, which is 
contrary to the position that the Labor Party purports to advocate for as a government and in the budget it is 
bringing to bear. 

There were some changes to payroll tax under the Liberal–National government, including an increase in the 
threshold from $750 000 to $800 000 on 1 July 2014, and to $850 000 on 1 July 2016. Also, from 1 July 2015, 
there was an increase in the diminishing exemption threshold that played through up to $7.5 million of payroll. 
A debate on that increase was had in this house in about April of that year. The game always seems to change. 
When a party is in opposition, it raises a certain public commentary. When it is in government, its public 
commentary shifts. As the Treasurer is probably expecting, I am going to run through a few quotes from senior 
members of the Labor Party when they were sitting on this side and those changes were put up. I add that when 
the current government was in opposition, it opposed just about every measure that the Liberal–National 
government put up. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Did they? 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, just about every measure that the Liberal–National government put up. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: But not in the upper house. Remember that. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: But Labor opposed them. It took positions and its votes are on the record. I will run through 
a couple of comments. The first is from the current deputy leader of the Labor Party, the Minister for Health, on 
22 April 2015. Discussing payroll tax increases—the change in those diminishing thresholds that went through—
he stated — 

This bill will raise a tax on employment … The measure will raise $397 million over the next three years. 
This is $397 million that will be taken from employees around Western Australia and, in the context of 
Kwinana, taken from the wages of young people there who would otherwise be able to gain jobs and 
opportunities … For the life of me I cannot work out how the government lives with itself introducing 
this legislation to the Parliament … Increasing payroll tax is a tax on jobs … It will be another broken 
promise to the people of Western Australia, which is the reason it should be opposed. It will continue to 
be a tax on jobs. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Sorry, is that you saying that or is that a quote? I’m lost. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That is from the deputy leader of the Labor Party. The Treasurer will have to do some fancy 
dancing with his language to track a pathway through the comments that came from his party in opposition, which 
is putting this impost on in government. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Anyone else? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, there is. I will go for another one. On 22 April, the current Attorney General, 
John Quigley, stated — 

I note that this increase to payroll tax will raise $400 million over the next three years. I understand, and 
it is quite obvious, that the government has the numbers in the chamber to push this tax increase through. 
It will do so and it will do so this afternoon in breach of the promise it made to the people of WA before 
the election … It is all very well for the government to bring in these bills to increase revenue but the 
people I represent do not get to see any of that money. 

He said that it was in breach of an election commitment. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Who said that, again? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It was John Quigley, the current Attorney General. When he was sitting over here, he raised 
the issue of us in government being in breach of our commitments. What have we seen? Labor promised no new 
taxes and no new burdens on the business community. It is significantly in breach. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Anyone else? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am not going to have a lot of time here. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Just so the member knows, I’ll also be quoting from that debate. It is interesting how we all say 
interesting things. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Labor is batting now and we are bowling. Labor is in government and the goal of opposition 
is to hold the government to account. This is the platform for us to do that. On 21 April 2015, the member for 
Armadale stated — 

Philosophically, I have always thought it strange that we tax employment in this way. 
He quoted from an article by James Adonis that stated — 

Of all the taxes in this country, surely payroll tax is the most absurd. It sends a very clear and succinct 
message to employers: do not hire any additional employees because, if you do, you’ll pay the price, 
literally. 

That quote was read into this place by the member for Armadale. It highlights the impost that payroll tax has on 
employment and members of a new government coming in and saying they are all for jobs clearly contravenes that. 
I quote the member for Girrawheen from 21 April 2015. She stated — 

At the time of the midyear review there was a $5 billion writedown in general government revenue 
projections since 2014–15… this government is single-mindedly focused on revenue, and lacks the will 
to look at the expenditure side of the equation. 
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That message sounds awfully familiar today. She was not the only one. The member for Gosnells spoke about it 
in the third person, so it sounds somewhat softer. He was quite protective in his commentary because he knew he 
would have to go and sit somewhere else in the house, so he spoke in the third person, which was very smart. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I quote the member for Gosnells from 21 April 2017. He states in the third person — 

The business community has long argued against payroll tax. It feels very strongly about it. It sees it as 
a great impost on its profitability, its capacity to expand businesses, its ability to recruit and train new 
employees and to pay employees better. Payroll tax is seen as one of the most damaging taxes that it has 
to face. It does not see payroll tax as a useful and productive means of contributing to state revenues. 

Talking in the third person, he is a little bit protective as he knew he would have to go and sit somewhere else and, 
of course, he had to fall into line. Even the Premier recently made comments about not liking payroll tax, but it is 
there nevertheless. 
I recently was talking to a journalist about when these changes came into play and the new taxes and broken 
promises from the Labor Party’s election commitments right from the outset in the first budget. Only one person 
came out pretty unscathed in his comments, which is the Treasurer. Our compliments to the Treasurer because he 
was very cautious with his language in opposition. He knew he was going to be sitting there, so he is the only 
member who has very little commentary about this out there. They could not lock him down on having no new 
taxes. Perhaps that was a nice, orchestrated way of having the now Premier and other senior members of the 
Labor Party in opposition running the lines out to the media but the one person who could defend them did not say 
a damn thing about increases in taxes because he knew that the Labor Party was going to have to change something. 
Either the Treasurer knew about them, because he was right over the brief of where the books were — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I watched the previous government closely, member. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am sure but, to the Treasurer’s credit, it is pretty hard to find something on record that the 
current Treasurer has said in contravention or that holds him to account for taking a position. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, but nevertheless he is sitting amongst colleagues and is dominated by a whole heap 
of others sitting around the cabinet table who had different positions when they went to the election. The 
National Party has a pretty serious issue with the commitments made by the Labor Party going into the last 
election. Significant promises were broken. I think it is only reasonable that we take up a position to oppose that 
commitment because all we are doing is simply opposing what the Labor Party said it would not do before it went 
to the election. As I said, a couple of things have come up in this house already. We have seen what the Labor Party 
has done to royalties for regions and I argue that the Western Australian Jobs Bill that it brought to the house will 
create significantly fewer jobs than will be lost by the cuts in royalties for regions funding for regional 
Western Australians. Of course, the change to the payroll tax will have the same impact on jobs around 
Western Australia, including regional Western Australia. 
The National Party will move an amendment, which is written in today’s notice paper, to the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. It seeks to lift the exemption threshold from 
some $850 000 to $1 million. Although we do not support the tax, we will certainly support both bills when they 
come to a vote, but we think there is scope to shift the dial a little bit. We took a very strong position to the last 
election—an aggressive position—that was premised on getting a new revenue source out of the special lease 
rental agreement and a pretty significant payroll tax exemption for two years for businesses. There would have 
been a short-term impact for dealing with this point in the economic cycle. Of course, we arguably paid the price 
for that position. The National Party has sympathy for seeking to reduce the impost on business and therefore 
increase the positive flowthrough impacts on employment and the state’s economy. We do not have the benefit of 
Treasury sitting behind us to get these numbers exactly right but it is our understanding that if we shift the payroll 
tax exemption threshold from $850 000 to $1 million, it will bring full relief to just over 1 000 businesses and 
some relief to some 10 000 businesses. It will shift the diminishing threshold out to businesses with higher levels 
of payroll. This cost cannot be simply treated as the cohort that operates between $850 000 and $1 million of payroll; 
the flowthrough impacts of the diminishing threshold have to be looked at and we think that cost is about half of 
what will be raised. The government is out to raise $435 million. Not dissimilar to the point that the member for 
Bateman raised, we think there is fairly significant scope at the lower end to have a positive impact on a lot of 
businesses with relatively minimal cost—half, in fact—to the budget impact over four years. We are going to move 
an amendment to that effect. We think it is only reasonable given the position the National Party has taken. If the 
government intends to raise some revenue, consistent with our policy positions in the past, we think there should be 
scope to have some of that revenue flow through to the small and medium-sized business enterprises in this state. 
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In summary, payroll tax is sadly one of the biggest taxes we have. Consistently, people talk about it impacting 
jobs. When the former government made some changes to it, the opposition of the day opposed them pretty 
aggressively. Nevertheless, the people with those positions are now in government and their rhetoric has changed 
substantially. They are now going to put in place a tax that they said before the election they would not put in 
place. That is fundamentally our reason for opposing the tax. Its impact will flow through in reduced wages, 
a reduced headcount and reduced incentives for businesses to employ people. It will also mean things like cuts to 
contractor positions. Although we might not have much sympathy for it, there will be a flowthrough impact on 
shareholders and because shareholders are part of superannuation funds, that will hit the broader community. Of 
course, as highlighted by the Henry review, the burden of payroll tax is ultimately passed through to workers in 
the long term. We are concerned by this and we will take up our debates accordingly. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [11.28 am]: I rise to make a few comments on the Pay-roll Tax Amendment 
(Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit 
Remediation) Bill 2017 cognate debate. Our leadership team will explain, obviously later on, that the Liberal 
opposition will not oppose this legislation even though, as other members in the chamber have already spoken 
about, we do not support payroll tax. Personally, I do not support payroll tax. I remember when I first ran for 
Parliament in 2005. When I was campaigning for the seat of South Perth, the one thing that was continually raised 
with me was, “If you guys win government, you’ve got to get rid of payroll tax.” Businesspeople were saying that 
payroll tax was a real negative on their ability to grow. It was a tax that was really despised. I think that has been 
borne out around our nation by some of the people whom I will quote as part of my contribution today.  

We as a party took a responsible position on this. We are continually criticised by members opposite and being 
accused of being budget wreckers and the “budget wrecking ball” comment comes out all the time. We look at all 
legislation in a responsible way. Although we did not support an increase in the gold tax, we came to a position 
that we would not stand in the way of the government bringing in this increase in payroll tax. We as an opposition 
have always agreed that payroll tax is one of the levers available to the state. In government, we used the lever but 
to do the opposite. We reduced the scope of the tax by increasing the threshold and reducing the burden on business. 
We wanted to use payroll tax as a key component of job creation, not job loss. That is why, as part of our election 
platform at the last election, we committed to further increase the threshold to $900 000 if we were re-elected in 
March this year. This tax is a burden because it is applied irrespective of whether a business is making money. 

I would like to quote from the Treasurer, who understands payroll tax is a lever and has mentioned that it is a lever 
available to any government. At a WestBusiness Leadership Matters breakfast in late October, not very long ago, 
he said — 

“You have limited revenue levers as a state Treasurer,” … “One of them unfortunately, I dare say we’re 
all in furious agreement in this room, is payroll tax.” 

We agree with that, Treasurer; it is available to us, but in most circumstances, governments of all persuasions have 
always decided not to increase payroll tax wherever possible. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Governments of all persuasions have made decisions to increase payroll tax. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, they have. However, former Labor Premier Geoff Gallop introduced a cut to payroll 
tax in 2004 from six per cent to 5.5 per cent. In introducing that cut, he said — 

“This is part of my Government’s plan to build a better economy, as well as being a responsible tax plan 
for economic growth.” 

I think we all agree that if we can cut payroll tax, it will build economic growth and assist the economy. When 
introducing the GST in 2000, former federal Treasurer Peter Costello said, “I looked at a 15 per cent GST as a way 
of abolishing payroll tax as well.” I agree that it should be 15 per cent. Obviously, that decision was not made back 
then but he said he looked at going to 15 per cent, because if he had been able to abolish payroll tax, that would 
have brought further economic gain. We therefore all agree that if we increase payroll tax, what a business will do 
when it gets close to the threshold, or thinks it will be over the threshold, is cut staff—people lose jobs. It is 
counterproductive. In other words, payroll tax abolition could have been one of the considerations of the GST 
when it was first formulated. With the introduction of the GST, which is now the subject of so much commentary, 
Peter Costello toyed with the idea of getting rid of payroll tax completely. Who knows how that would have 
affected the economy? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It would be interesting if that had happened and we had given up, as the member for Warren–
Blackwood points out, 40 per cent of our own-source tax base, and then the current problems with HFE, with 
a bigger percentage of our own-source revenue. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We would probably be in a worse position. However, I am speaking about payroll tax in 
general and most people’s opinion of payroll tax. For instance, in March 2017, WA’s peak industry associations—
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they include the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, the Australian Hotels Association, the 
Association of Mining Exploration Companies, the Civil Contracts Federation, the Master Builders Association, 
the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia and the WA Road Transport Association—welcomed the 
Liberal Party’s commitment to increase the payroll tax threshold as we went into that election that we did not win. 
They came out and supported our election commitment and called on the then Leader of the Opposition, now 
Premier McGowan, to commit to increasing the threshold. These associations represent 27 500 businesses and 
over 500 000 employees. That is a huge part of the business sector in Western Australia. They felt so strongly 
about it that they came on board as we marched towards the March election and said, “Good policy, we need relief 
from payroll tax.” 

South Australian Premier Jay Weatherill is a man I admire at times. I certainly admired him when he said he felt 
members of Parliament were underpaid. He is the only state Premier I have ever heard come out and defend his 
own members of Parliament and said, “I think MPs are underpaid; I don’t care what the public thinks about it.” 
He thought MPs worked a lot harder and under a lot more difficult circumstances than they are given credit for. 
He implemented a temporary two-year payroll tax cut for businesses with payrolls below $1 million as part of his 
government’s 2013 budget. As part of South Australia’s 2017–18 budget, he implemented a new permanent 
payroll tax rate of 2.5 per cent for small business with payrolls between $600 000 and $1 million from 1 July 2017. 
He reduced the rate, which had been 4.95 per cent of taxable wages since July 2009. Again, another Premier saw 
payroll tax as a means of stimulating growth in the business sector and stimulating employment. 

Closer to home, John Sydney-Smith, a co-director of a business in Bunbury, Geographe Civil, has a payroll tax 
bill of about $150 000 per annum. In January this year, he said he would hire three more staff or buy capital 
equipment if payroll tax was scrapped. We all understand that. This is a huge impost on business. He was one of 
the many businesspeople across WA that shared their view on payroll tax, and I am sure other members will raise 
other examples. He said at the time, “For me, that is about three employees or some capital equipment”, so it 
certainly goes somewhere. When we were going to lift the threshold on payroll tax, he was certainly in support of 
it. Obviously, payroll tax is one issue affecting his business. A few years ago when Troy Buswell was the Treasurer, 
he was putting together a plan to increase the threshold. I think it was increased a little but not enough. That is 
what John Sydney-Smith said. He recalled what Troy Buswell had done in increasing the threshold. He felt it was 
not enough but it was something. 

We will not oppose what the government is trying to do here. We understand. Even though the government went 
to the election with a policy of no new taxes, the government is looking at payroll tax as a way of raising, I think, 
$397 million over the next three years—Treasurer? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It is $435 million. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We will not oppose this move. We will not wreck — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Sorry, just to clarify that; you are right, it is $435 million but over five years. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Will it come back? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It will go back to what it is now. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: This is a budget repair measure and despite what people on the Treasurer’s side are saying 
about the Liberal opposition being budget wreckers, we want to be responsible about where the state goes under 
the McGowan government, and we will make decisions on government legislation as it comes up. This is one piece 
of legislation that we will not oppose, although we do not believe that increasing payroll tax will do anything for 
business growth or employment. We are aware that it will hit only the big end of town and the bigger companies, 
so the smaller businesses will not be greatly affected, according to the information that we have been provided by 
the government. We have been told that the new payroll tax scale will apply to businesses within a range of 
industries including mining, construction, retail, transport and the financial sector. Of the additional revenue 
expected to be raised by this measure, it is estimated that large iron ore miners will make the largest contribution, 
of nearly 20 per cent. That should keep the Nationals happy. The mining, oil and gas industries together 
will contribute about 35 per cent. The construction industry is expected to contribute a little more than 10 per cent 
and all other industries are expected to contribute less than 10 per cent, so it will obviously be the bigger 
players that will pay, but there will be a drip-down effect; obviously there will be an impact. As the member for 
Warren–Blackwood said, it will impact on returns to the shareholders of the bigger companies and on people’s 
superannuation and things like that. 

We support what the Treasurer is doing; we are not opposing it, put it that way. We understand his reasons for 
wanting to do it, but we do not really agree with them. We think there are other ways he could address this fiscal 
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situation and I am sure the Leader of the Opposition, when he gets to his feet, will provide the Treasurer with some 
more insight into that. 

Visitors — Wanneroo Primary School 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr R.S. Love): Before I give the call to the member for North West Central, I would 
like to welcome the students and staff from Wanneroo Primary School, who are in the Speaker’s gallery with the 
member for Wanneroo. 

Debate Resumed 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [11.41 am]: At 4.00 pm on Wednesday, 22 April 2015, Mr D.J. Kelly, 
the member for Bassendean, who is now Minister for Water; Fisheries—or something like that—said — 

In the few moments I have before we change topics at four o’clock, I might just say the words 
“broken promise” as often as I can because that is exactly what the Taxation Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2015 represents. If members want a succinct summary of what this bill is about, it is this government 
yet again breaking promises that it gave to the people of Western Australia prior to the last election. 

That was the member for Bassendean, the now minister who sits around the cabinet table. This has been a theme 
over the eight months since the last state election—broken promise after broken promise. The Labor government 
went to the election with commitments to not increase taxes, to not impose a gold royalty tax, and to not increase 
fees and charges on households. We have seen the complete opposite occur. As the member for Warren–
Blackwood said, if we search through Hansard, every member who now sits around the cabinet table bar the 
Treasurer has talked about broken promises, about no increases to taxes, fees and charges, and about not burdening 
the people of Western Australia. Basically, the government does not have a plan for where it needs to head to 
manage the state’s finances. The then opposition criticised the former government for spending money when we 
had unprecedented growth in Western Australia over the eight and a half years the Liberal–National government 
sat on that side of the house. The Liberal–National government dealt with growth factors and facilitated growth in 
the resources sector across Western Australia, particularly in the Pilbara, where we have seen unprecedented 
growth in mining activity and in the volume of iron ore that has gone through our ports and been exported across 
the world. There was also an unprecedented amount of money being sent across the border to the east coast; this 
is what the previous government had to deal with, yet it copped criticism, day after day, from the members sitting 
opposite us who then sat on this side of the house. 

I note that the Treasurer is leaving; he must have important business, or is coming up with another policy. It is 
lunchtime; sorry. 

When the Treasurer and other government members sat on this side of the house, they criticised the previous 
government day in, day out, about broken promises, spending too much and not delivering for Western Australia. 
Now they suddenly find themselves on that side of the house and they cannot find anything from the now Treasurer 
in Hansard to show that he had any fiscal plan for the state, any policy, any mention of increases in fees and 
charges on the taxpayers of Western Australia, any mention of the gold royalty increase that the Labor government 
wanted, or any mention of a payroll tax—these two bills that we now have before the house. 

The Labor Party in opposition criticised the National Party policy of imposing an increase to $5 of the 25c special 
lease rental to ensure the government would have the ability to operate over the next four years. The criticism was 
that it was a tax on jobs, and we all remember the posters that the Labor Party put up during the last state election 
about it being a tax on jobs. Well, this is a direct tax on jobs, on the people of Western Australia, and on the 
companies that will fall foul of this increase. More importantly, there will be no benefit to small business, which 
drives and underpins the Western Australian economy. I am glad that the member for Warren–Blackwood and the 
National Party are opposing this really short-sighted legislation. It shows that the Labor Party has no plan and had 
no plan in opposition and in the lead-up to the 2017 election. It now has no plan in government, as we have seen 
over the last eight months. We have seen broken promise after broken promise, policy after policy, trying to raise 
a few cents here and there, but mainly we have seen the government taxing the mums and dads. It is not looking 
at real opportunities for new revenue sources that would actually deal with the state’s finances. It has the same 
lack of political fortitude that our major parties have over east. 

What we see is that the government has no plan. The Labor Party’s only plan was to criticise the policies we took 
to the election, which were to ensure that the Western Australian public received the benefits from our natural 
resources so that we would not have to tax the mums and dads, which is exactly what the government is doing. 
We oppose this bill because we went into the last election wanting to lift the payroll tax threshold to create 
opportunities for small businesses to thrive and employ, and to use that money to reinvest in their businesses. We 
wanted to put money back into the economy rather than tax small businesses. We went into the last election with 
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a clear policy of looking after small businesses and ensuring that we had a revenue source to be able to do so. We 
wanted to be able to provide the tax relief necessary for small businesses in Western Australia by lifting the payroll 
tax threshold from $850 000 to $5 million. That would have captured over 10 000 businesses, if not more, across 
Western Australia, and, as the member for Warren–Blackwood explained, that would have had a concertina effect 
on further payroll thresholds encompassing the big end of town. We had a plan to invigorate the 
Western Australian economy by changing the payroll tax threshold to $5 million to give a benefit to small and 
medium-sized businesses in Western Australia. We had a plan that the Labor Party opposed in opposition and now 
opposes in government. I think, ultimately, it is scared. We knew what the consequences were and we saw the 
campaign against the National Party. 

Ms S.F. McGurk interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Get up and speak, member for Fremantle, and say your two bob’s worth! 

When Labor members were on this side of the house, they opposed any measure that the then Liberal–National 
government put forward. I have said before in this house that people get disillusioned with members of Parliament 
because they say one thing in opposition and do another in government. That is what we have seen from this 
government—eight months of broken promises. The hypocrisy that exists on that side of the house will wear thin 
with the Western Australian public and with the media, because it can blame the previous government only for so 
long for the state of the finances. In a year or two years down the track, we will find that the policies that this 
government is setting for the people of Western Australia to tax the people—the mums and dads—and let the big 
end of town not pay its fair share — 

Mr B. Urban: That’s what this tax is for. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am glad the member mentioned that, because this tax will raise only $430 million over 
five years. The costs will continue to blow out on government projects such as Metronet and that $430 million 
over the next five years will be eaten up. The measures that members opposite call budget repair measures are not 
budget repair measures; they are measures designed to fulfil their election commitments, not to reduce debt. 
The National Party stood up at the state election with a policy for a new revenue source that would have protected 
Western Australians from being hit in the hip pocket time and again into the future, which is exactly what this 
government is doing now. It looks at policies such as increasing the gold royalty in an industry that has been in 
the doldrums for many years and is only now seeing some light. It thought it could have a fight with the small end 
of the resources sector and win. The National Party went to the election with a policy that we knew could have 
a great political cost, and we saw the $5 million campaign—who knows how much it was—against the then 
Leader of the National Party, Brendon Grylls, in the seat of Pilbara and the National Party in general right across 
Western Australia. We knew there could be a political cost, but we knew it was the right thing to do. We knew the 
state of the finances and we knew we needed a revenue source that would raise not $430 million over five years 
but $7.2 billion over four years that would stay in Western Australia. The argument put forward at the time by the 
now Premier and other members opposite was that it was a tax on jobs, money would leave Western Australia and 
it would have a negative impact on the Western Australian economy. The Premier is making the same arguments 
about the gold industry that we put forward when we were in government. That is the hypocrisy that the people of 
Western Australia see. Members say one thing when they are on this side of the house and something totally 
different when they are on the other side. That is why people have little respect for politicians who cannot keep 
their word. They hoodwinked—some would say lied to—the people of Western Australia in the lead-up to the 
2017 election about not increasing fees and charges or introducing new taxes. They talked about jobs. I note that 
the Premier talks about job creation in the resources sector, which he had nothing to do with. I put this to the 
chamber: in the lead-up to the next election in four years’ time, will the Premier take credit for the creation of the 
200 or 300 jobs here or there, or for the jobs on the Balla Balla project or at the offshore marine base at Onslow? 
I wonder! 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Will they be offset by the ones lost in uranium? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: That is exactly right. The uranium sector is a good example. In my electorate alone, that 
would have an impact of 3 250 jobs. The Premier will take credit for those jobs being created. They were always 
going to be created, because those settings were put in place by the previous government. Agreements were signed. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: If they go up, he will take credit. If they go down, he will blame us. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: That is what we see. We see the blame game when it does not suit him, but he takes credit 
for something he has not done. It will be interesting in four years to see what has happened to the job numbers. 
Remember, 3 000 public servants will go, yet we still have not seen a plan for how they will go over the next 
12 months and how that will impact on his job creation. 
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Returning to payroll tax, on behalf of the National Party, the member for Warren–Blackwood will move an 
amendment at the consideration in detail stage, as we oppose these two bills. We had a plan for a revenue source 
that would have given a huge benefit to small and medium businesses in Western Australia. The member for 
Warren–Blackwood said that we do not have the numbers on this side of the house. It is interesting to read in 
Hansard some of the comments of Labor members when they were in opposition when they said that they did not 
have the numbers but they would move amendments anyway. We will do the same. We will move an amendment 
to lift the payroll threshold from $850 000 to $1 million to try to make this bill better for more than 1 000 small 
businesses, if not more—I think it will affect 10 000 businesses, as there will be a concertina effect. That is a small 
movement that would have great benefit through true job creation, and businesses could take the opportunity to 
employ people or reinvest the money in their account rather than having to give it to the Labor government to pay 
for its very expensive Metronet plan, which is having an effect right across Western Australia. A consequence of 
that is that royalties for regions has disappeared. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Royalties for regions have basically been wiped from regional WA. That is a consequence 
of the government not committing to ensuring that 25 per cent of royalties go back into regional Western Australia 
through royalties for regions. That is something that members opposite also hoodwinked people about—lied 
about—in the lead-up to the election. We can see the theme of dishonesty and broken promises that has plagued 
this government over the last eight months. We can see that it will continue over the next eight months, because 
the government is not raising the revenue that it needs to operate as a government and to pay down debt. In fact, 
it is doing the opposite. It is taking from mums and dads and businesses to fulfil its election commitment of 
Metronet. I support Metronet. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Can you say that again? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I support it. I think it is a fantastic project, but the problem is that if we cannot afford to do 
it, the government should push it out or not do it. The government should not do Metronet and take away royalties 
for regions funding from regional Western Australia. That is what the government is doing. I do not support the 
way the government is doing it. But if the government had a proper revenue source and the intestinal fortitude to 
go to the big companies, it could do Metronet. 

Yesterday, we debated the Iron Ore (Channar Joint Venture) (Hamersley Range) Agreements Amendment Bill 2017 
in this place and the merging and blending of the two iron ore projects. We have to renegotiate state agreements 
to fulfil this commitment. This is a great opportunity to modernise an antiquated state agreement. Every new iron 
ore company has to go through the state agreement process. There is not a level playing field for state agreements 
in the iron ore sector. The National Party has said that we should make it a level playing field and every state 
agreement should have the same conditions attached to it. The benefits to this state from the two large companies 
of Rio Tinto and BHP have been huge. I accept and acknowledge the contribution that they made in starting up 
the iron ore industry and building our Pilbara towns. But that was 50 years ago. 

When the Labor Party was in opposition, it talked about having to negotiate with these companies. It said that we 
have to negotiate and we could not simply increase the special lease rental fee from 25c to $5. This was the 
opportunity to renegotiate an antiquated state agreement to get the best outcome for Western Australia. We could 
have discussed increasing the antiquated charge of 25c to $5, yet the Premier obviously lacked the intestinal 
fortitude to have that discussion because of the campaigns that were run against the National Party when it 
proposed its policy in the lead-up to the 2017 election. That policy benefits the people of Western Australia, yet 
the decision that the Labor government has taken is to tax mums and dads and to increase fees and charges and 
payroll tax, which does nothing. I think the deficit this time around is $3.5 billion and nothing is really changing 
over the forward estimates. This payroll tax increase will have a negative impact on small businesses of $435 million 
over five years. The gold royalty increase was going to be—I cannot remember off the top of my head. 

Mr D.T. Redman: About 400 and something million dollars. About the same. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: It was to be about the same over four or five years. There is no real benefit, none whatsoever, 
to the economic state of Western Australia—only huge pain. The National Party cannot understand it. Many 
policies have been made on the run to try to plug Labor’s election commitments but the government is not 
achieving them. If the government is serious about budget repair and fulfilling its election commitments and 
ensuring that Western Australians are able to have real tangible benefits from the resources that they own, it has 
to look at a new revenue source that encompasses the mining industry. That is the only way forward for the 
government to get what it is after—true budget repair. 

We have heard it all when it comes to the argument about a fair share of the GST revenue. No-one is going to fix 
the GST position of Western Australia. We have to use the levers of government to ensure that we get a benefit 
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and fix Western Australia’s finances. We need to fix the finances, but not because of what this side of the house 
did when it was in government. We had to facilitate growth and expansion right across Western Australia. I do not 
want to see all the good work that the Liberal–National government did be undone by the cuts this government is 
imposing, on regional Western Australia in particular, and the increases in taxes that this government is imposing 
on the Western Australian public. The government is stifling small and medium businesses in Western Australia, 
which make up a large part of the fabric of our economy. That is what this government is all about. 

I think the response, “Well, the former government created the problem” is starting to wear thin with people. The 
government says that we cannot have the RAC Rescue helicopter in the south west because the former government 
created problems with the finances. The government has to fix the budget and it does not want to commit to 
a helicopter because budget repair is more important than saving lives. That is, basically, what the government is 
telling everyone. We cannot have high-end aged care in Carnarvon because of the budget situation. How do we 
tell our senior citizens that? How do we tell the people in my community that they cannot have high-end aged care 
because the government does not want to spend the $16.6 million that we had allocated in the budget, because it 
is spending it on Metronet or a marina in Ocean Reef, which I think will be $120 million? 

It does not make sense. The Labor Party’s approach to government does not make sense and it is not about budget 
repair. Labor’s approach to government is ad hoc because it had no plan leading up to the election. Its plan was to 
limp through and ensure that it had a reason—debt is high and deficits are forecast over the next four years. It has 
a good argument about the GST share and will take on the federal government, but it will not take on the federal 
Labor opposition. Labor has a plan. Perhaps people get sick of a government after two terms, and I am sure Labor 
will get its turn. The difference is that Labor went to the 2017 election with a lie. We have seen the broken promises 
over the last eight months and they will continue. There is only so much that the government can blame the 
previous government for, because it actually has to have a plan. The government needs an economic plan that will 
reduce debt and ensure that deficits are not there over coming years. It cannot do that by trying to raise 5c here or 
10c there, or by taking $10 million away from the rescue helicopter down south or taking money away from aged 
care in Carnarvon or from the Wiluna–Meekatharra road. The government cannot fix it with $10 million here and 
there or $100 million here and there—it needs billions of dollars to have an impact on the state’s economy. The 
government is not doing that because it has no intestinal fortitude and no plan of attack. 

As I said, we went to the state election with a true plan that was going to benefit small to medium businesses by 
increasing the payroll tax threshold from $850 000 to $5 million. That plan could have been fulfilled with a new 
revenue source that we had. It might not be popular because of the scare campaign put forward in places like the 
Pilbara, but it was the only plan and the only way for the state to stop having ad hoc policy on the run to raise 5c 
or 10c when it needs to raise hundreds of dollars. We have that plan. We are happy to give the government all the 
documents to fulfil that plan. We oppose these measures, because Labor went to the election with a lie. We went 
to the election making sure that we could reduce or get rid of payroll tax for small to medium businesses. We are 
keeping to our word; the government is not. The public will see that and the media will start to report on that, 
because that is all it has been doing for the last eight months. It will keep doing that because it has no plan. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [12.11 pm]: I will state the Liberal Party position 
on the Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment 
Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. Firstly, we do not support the bills, but we will not oppose 
them. We went to the election, as did Labor, promising not to increase payroll tax. This is, without question, 
a broken promise that has culminated from and been sold through a series of broken promises. As others have said, 
Labor had four years to analyse the difficulties of the fiscal position faced by the previous government and which 
would be faced by this government. Labor members knew. They now say that things have gotten worse, but they 
knew. In the context of that knowledge, they complained about every tax increase we proposed. One that the 
Treasurer mentions often is our land tax increases in 2013, 2014 and 2015. In 2013 and 2015, members opposite 
in this house voted against the tax increase. In 2015, we increased land tax—yes, we did. We were facing the 
largest reduction in revenue that a state government had confronted since the Great Depression. Over $16 billion 
was wiped out in one budget. We tried to undertake fiscal repair in a number of areas, including land tax. Labor 
members voted against it, spoke against it and campaigned against it. Also, we modestly increased electricity 
prices—anything is modest relative to what they have done. We increased electricity prices that year by 
4.5 per cent and that substantially reduced our costs—it raised revenue, reduced our subsidy and helped repair the 
budget. Labor members campaigned against it. They did not vote against it because it was a regulation, but they 
campaigned against it. Every attempt we made at fiscal repair over those four years they campaigned and, where 
possible, voted against in this house. Their idea that we are fiscal wreckers because we voted against the gold tax 
increase just pales into insignificance when compared with what they did in opposition. The Labor Party believes 
that it has different rules from anybody else—it can do what it wants, when it wants, irrespective of the traditions 
of this house and irrespective of what its members say or do. We are different. We are not going to support these 
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bills, but we are also not going to oppose them. But we will spend the next four years reminding the government 
that it repeatedly and clearly promised, knowing full well what was coming, that it would not increase taxes on 
Western Australians. There is no justification for this. 

The titles of the bills is another misnomer. This is the spiel or spin they put on everything now—Pay-roll Tax 
Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. I will go through this. There is no debt or deficit reduction. 
The benchmark the government says it uses is the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. This budget 
increases both the debt and the deficit. In 2017–18, against the PFPS, there is a $419 million increase in debt. In 
2018–19 it goes to $1.4 billion and in 2019–20 it goes to $2.6 billion, with a rise in debt over this period of 
$3.67 billion. Is this a debt and deficit remediation bill? It is not being remediated. We can add up all the deficits, 
including the government’s claim that it will have a surplus in the last year of the forward estimates. It is about 
$2.9 billion. The government is saying that that did not go down. It could have been worse without this. Yes, that 
is true, but what is driving the rise in both deficit and debt? The government claims that it is a $5 billion reduction 
in revenue. We will examine that in detail over time. The Treasurer does his dance every once in a while about 
a conspiracy, but we will expose that $5 billion as a gross exaggeration of what the government should expect, 
particularly given the changes in measures of iron ore forecasts and also with leaving out some payments from the 
commonwealth. We will get another go to point this out in the new year, with the midyear review. 

The reality is that Labor went to the election knowing what the situation was and promising not to increase taxes. 
This is just another broken promise. Labor campaigned against an increase in the gold royalty, saying that it would 
destroy jobs and investment. It went to the election promising not to do that, but then came out afterwards and said 
that it would do it and, by the way, that it would not hurt any jobs. The government also says that because the 
payroll tax increase will affect only the big side of town, it will not impact any jobs. That is not what it said in 
opposition. It is ridiculous to argue that $400 million can be pulled out of large firms and there will not be any 
impact and that firms will not respond in any way other than to pay. Many of these firms are in highly competitive 
businesses, like iron ore. They do not control the price. They cannot pass on the cost. Some of them are very 
profitable, but they will look at the payroll tax on jobs and make decisions accordingly. The government has not 
provided us with any evidence on which to base its claim that it will have no effect on jobs, when it has been 
widely enunciated here and everywhere else that payroll tax is a tax on jobs. It did the same in the gold royalty 
debate. The government is claiming that it will have no impact. That is simply not credible. Before the election, 
Labor said that there would be no new taxes. After the election, the government said that it is going to put this tax 
on but that it will not impact jobs. Labor went to the election saying that one reason it would not increase taxes 
was that taxes destroy jobs. What is our largest tax? It is payroll tax. The government said that there would be no 
increases in taxes at all, including payroll tax, because it would destroy jobs. After the election, the government 
said in its budget that it would increase payroll tax, but that this would not destroy jobs. Are these guys credible? 
Hell no! They just spin and say anything. 

The government’s problem is that it has largely increased expenditure and it is trying to justify it in a tried but not 
true manner of saying one thing before the election and getting into government saying, “It is a lot worse; 
everything has changed. Everything we said before the election can’t be met and we’re going to rip it up. But we’re 
not going to rip everything up, only what we want.” The government is ripping up its promises on taxes. One 
promise it was clear about was the tax on foreign-owned properties. That special stamp duty is coming in. The 
upper house stopped the increase in the gold royalty, which is good. Before they came to government, members 
opposite claimed that an increase would destroy jobs, and after they won, it would not. The government will now 
put a payroll tax on big firms and it says it does not want to destroy jobs. Today we heard that a levy will be 
imposed on the taxi industry but, lo and behold, it will not be imposed on the taxi consumers and it is not a tax; it 
is a levy. 

These guys will spin and say anything, but let them get cooked in their own nonsense; they will come a cropper. They 
will blame us for the need to increase payroll tax because they need fiscal remediation; and, if we were to block it, of 
course they will say we are fiscal wreckers. The Labor Party is forgetting about its own actions and statements during 
the last term of our government when we had to write off $25 billion in revenue over four years. It spoke against 
every one of our remediation attempts. I have no sympathy with the current government at all. Our stand on this is 
quite clear: this is a broken promise that will destroy jobs. We will hold the Premier to account for the commitment 
he made when he discussed this bill at an earlier sitting. He said that the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia had approached him and said that one way to ameliorate the impact on jobs would be to increase 
the threshold from $850 000 to something. There are a number of ways to do that. The Premier committed to 
Parliament and to the CCI that he will look at that in the next budget. The next budget in May or so predates the 
implementation of this payroll tax increase. This tax does not come into effect until 1 July 2018. Therefore, there will 
be a period when the budget is coming down in which the government and Treasury can legitimately look at 
increasing the payroll tax threshold, which we support. We increased the threshold three times and it should be done, 
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but there are cost implications and numerous ways to do it. We will hold the government to account to its commitment 
to understand that the threshold needs to be increased and that it will seriously look at it at the next budget. We will 
support that and we expect it to come forward. Given the untruthfulness of the Premier on every aspect of tax policy 
to date, both before the election and after, it takes a lot to put trust in him on anything related to tax. He has broken 
every promise and his response has been flimsy. His respect for the legitimate concerns of the opposition and the 
community about the impact of the tax have been dismissed. He is in government and this is a broken promise. It will 
destroy jobs and he will be held accountable for it. 

The payroll tax increase is not being used to reduce debt or deficit; it is being used to finance a whole raft of 
election commitments that the Labor Party knew at the time of the election it had no way to fund. It knew there 
was a constrained fiscal position and it went into the election avoiding costings from Treasury. It sent its costings 
to some friends for assessment and said, essentially, that it had assessed everything and it would be able to pay 
down debt like a mortgage, produce a surplus without raising any taxes and charges over the forward estimates 
and introduce no tax increases or new taxes, except the tax on foreign-owned purchased properties. It was just 
a con job. It was a confidence trick. A confidence trick is one that we know we can get away with: “We will fool 
the people of Western Australia, mislead them, distort our presentation to get the Holy Grail of government and 
we’ll just wing it once we get there.” That is what the government is doing. 

As a previous speaker said, this brings down the standing of politics and politicians in the public. The public’s 
view generally is that it cannot believe a word politicians say and this government is showing that to be the case. 
Do not believe a word it says on anything at all. On this tax issue, nothing could be clearer than that. We will find 
that the forward estimates of the Treasurer’s budget are equally fictional, particularly the expenditure side. He is 
predicting, by the way, that in the last three years of the forward estimates, health spending per capita will decline 
by 10 per cent with no reform and no policies. He is having a sustainable health review, but that is it. We will hold 
him to account. What else could the government cut rather than destroy jobs through the payroll tax? The 
government has the Local Projects, Local Jobs election commitments of $39 million from 2016–17 to 2018–19, 
with 750 projects announced or being announced. Much of that expenditure, however, was committed to in the 
last budget, 2016–17. Look through these projects. If this is not an electioneering slush fund, then one never 
existed. Every one of these commitments is in a Labor seat, most of them in marginal seats that they wanted and 
competed to win. There are 750 of them, all over the place. Last week the Premier announced, I think in Fremantle, 
$1.8 million for a netball facility. That is nice; the community likes those things. They are probably useful, but the 
government does not have the money. It is increasing payroll tax to fund these dish-outs to the community. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Labor electorates! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, in Labor electorates. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Pork-barrelling! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is pork-barrelling; that is all it is! Friends of the Community in Fremantle received 
$40 000 for a vehicle purchase. It is a probably a useful vehicle and by definition it is for Friends of the 
Community, but this is funding through either debt or a higher payroll tax. The South East Regional Centre for 
Urban Landcare in Cannington will receive $50 000 for the construction of toilets. By the way, that facility is 
owned by the City of Canning. Langford Aboriginal Association will receive $50 000 for safe land, whatever that 
means; I do not know what that means. But there is a whole range of programs. The Coastal Motorcycle Club will 
receive $90 000 for club facility improvement in Kwinana. The Marjorie Mann Lawley Day Care Centre will 
receive $13 000 for computer and equipment in Mt Lawley. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Are there any in Nedlands? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No! Even though the member for Nedlands is working hard! Do not be ridiculous! 
Osborne Park Agricultural Society will receive $20 000 for the Main Street hall upgrade. I thought that was run 
by the City of Stirling, but it is a big place. Foothills Information and Referral Service will receive $50 000 for 
hub development. 

An opposition member: How did you go in Riverton? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No! Not even Rossmoyne Netball Club, no. The point is that the Labor Party went to the 
election knowing it was tight and promised 750 different little things everywhere, obviously to buy votes. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: It bought a lot of votes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It bought a lot of votes. The seats are full with red—the Labor Party won. The Labor Party did 
it; it worked, but it does not have the money. Be clear: to fund this, the government has to increase taxes. It knew 
it, when it made the promises. 

[Member’s time extended.] 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Labor Party knew what it was doing. This is a confidence trick. A year in advance the 
Labor Party went out and strategically identified little bits—sometimes they are not little bits—and promised them 
when it did not have the money. It promised it was not going to have to raise taxes, increase fees or electricity 
prices for pensioners by 30 per cent to fund these little dish-outs. There are 750 of them and the government has 
not finished yet. There are some bigger ones, of course, besides the $39 million for Local Projects, Local Jobs. 
The Collie future fund was promised $20 million. I am not sure, but I think that might come from royalties for 
regions. The government does not even know what it will do with it. It is a great big bucket of money. I understand 
that they will not close down the coal industry, which is great. 

Dr A.D. Buti: How’s your future fund going—the one you set up? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Labor has control over that now, member for Armadale. 

The government has $20 million for Collie. It does not know what it will do with it, but I know what it will do 
with it. When the member for Collie–Preston decides to move on, Labor will go pork-barrelling. It will add the 
money to Local Projects, Local Jobs. This slush fund, which has not been utilised yet—a big bucket of money to 
buy votes in Collie—will be funded from a tax that destroys jobs. The government thinks it is all right in Collie. 
It thinks, “We’re all right, Jack, down there.” But everywhere else—“No, we don’t mind.” 

A sum of $19.5 million will go to a wave energy research centre in Albany. The trouble is that we have a wave 
energy research centre on Garden Island—actually, in Fremantle—which is run by the same firm, Carnegie Clean 
Energy. The history of this is very interesting. Carnegie came to us in 2009 or so and asked whether it could put 
a wave energy research centre in Albany. We said, “Sure. Here is the LEED funding for it.” Carnegie went down 
there and looked at it, but it did not work. The company came to us and asked whether it could redirect the money 
to Garden Island, which is a much better location with better waves, a better market, and a better history so it 
would make some money out of it. It said that Albany had some technical problems. We said, “Nope. Re-bid.” 
The company re-bid, proved its case and we gave it the money. What did Labor do? It took $9.5 million out of 
a slush fund to buy votes in Albany. Let us be honest—it bought votes in Albany, which is a marginal seat. The 
government is trying to rationalise it by saying that the $19.5 million was in the budget for an Albany pipeline. 
The truth is that if the government did not want to build the pipeline, it should have taken the $19.5 million, booked 
it and lowered expenditure. It is just moving money, which is fungible. It knows what it is doing. It is a complete 
waste of money because it will never happen. The company might build a little one megawatt unit, which will float 
out there to meet its requirements. It will probably put some material on land. There are some legitimate long-term 
issues with electricity security in Albany. It is a good place for renewables but it will not be wave energy. This is 
just another confidence trick. 

When in opposition, the Labor Party spent years bagging us about education assistants. It did a pretty good job of 
convincing all the schools that the large increase in education assistants that the schools had experienced did not 
exist. As a local member, I go to a lot of schools and there are a lot of education assistants. Labor members are 
pretty good confidence tricksters; they are really good at this stuff. During our period of government, we increased 
the number of education assistants by 2 500. 

Ms A. Sanderson: Then where were they? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They were working in schools! Where was the member for Morley? She should not take my 
time. She should go to the Public Sector Commission and look at the data. It is irrefutable. 

We reduced by about 300 the number of education assistants who had been hired specifically to deal with peanut 
allergies, and we did that for good reasons. The unions, the Department of Education and the schools decided that 
it was not suitable for one person in the school to be responsible; all should be responsible. Once we changed that 
policy, those education assistants had no job. We reduced those, but we more than replaced them manyfold over 
elsewhere, particularly targeting disabled children. Anybody who goes into the schools can see that. Maybe those 
on the opposite side cannot. They came up with a statement and decided that they would run with it no matter 
what: “Facts? Reality? What the hell—let’s go with it!” Labor put $48.3 million in the budget to recruit an 
additional 300 education assistants. By the way, our student-to-teacher ratio for students who need an education 
assistant is 50 per cent higher than the national average. By a large margin, that is more than any other state. Why 
did Labor allocate the money for 300 education assistants? Because the most powerful union in the government 
is, of course, United Voice, which represents education assistants. Labor spent all those years convincing everyone, 
including the union, that it would put them on. How will the government fund this $48.3 million? It will do it by 
increasing payroll tax and killing jobs. It is all right for companies in the private sector to pay payroll tax and lose 
jobs, because they do not count. In fact, the government denies that the payroll tax will even harm jobs. It is okay 
to put more people on in schools if they are United Voice workers. 
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Over the next four years, $31.7 million has been allocated to support selected level 3 teachers mentoring and 
sharing knowledge with less experienced teachers. That is a good idea, but the government does not have the 
money. It has to break a promise to fund it. That is the point. There will be others, but the promise the government 
is breaking today is higher payroll tax. Is that not what Labor complained about us doing for the last four years? 
This policy was not forced on the government. It was not identified in some report as being needed. It is not a bad 
policy. In fact, it exists in many schools now. Independent public schools have generally allowed this to expand 
dramatically. Labor went out and promised a hell of a lot of spending; pork-barrelling left, right and centre to little 
groups in its electorates and the powerful unions in its group. Now it is increasing expenditure dramatically. The 
public sector wages bill will go up by 6.6 per cent. Of course, the government is talking about exercising restraint 
sometime in the future after that. In the last budget, for 2016–17, it went up by two per cent. The overall salary 
bill is increasing. Some of that is redundancy costs, which is fair enough because it will bring the bill down 
substantially. It has increased salary expenditure and it has increased revenue. It has increased expenditure overall 
and increased the salary bill for 2017–18. Because of the state election, it went out with a whole range of 
pork-barrelling promises that it knew it had no revenue to fund. The government has come in here and tried to 
blame us for its expenditure and to rationalise increases in taxes and destroying jobs. We do not support that. We 
will let this go through to the keeper, and the keeper will be the Labor Party. It will be responsible for that. We 
will do what we can to hold the government to account for the lost jobs. 

The government knows well that it is concentrating its expenditure on core Labor Party interest groups—groups 
in its electorates, and the unions. The harm from the payroll tax will be borne not so much by the big firms that 
will pay it, but by their contractors; therefore, it will be very hard to identify. The government knows that it will 
not be easy to find. The benefits will be clear and the government will reinforce that regularly. We will see it 
through pictures and whatnot. The costs will be more difficult to see. The real issue here is that Labor went into 
the election promising not to do this. After winning the election, it promised not to do this and criticised us for 
spending beyond our revenue sources. It complained about a $5 billion reduction in revenue and said that if we 
did not support its varied measures, including additional expenditure, we would be fiscal wreckers. I was Treasurer 
when the revenue reduction level was three times higher than that claimed by members opposite, and they voted 
against every measure. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: It was $14 billion, wasn’t it? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was $16.5 billion one year, and members opposite voted against every measure. They talk 
about fiscal wrecking; they are the experts at it. Members opposite came into government and promised all these 
things. The reason members opposite promised no new taxes, no increase in taxes and no increase in the gold 
royalty was that they knew if they were honest, their numbers in here would be greatly diminished. The reason 
members opposite did not put together a debt reduction strategy was that their numbers would be greatly 
diminished. So they said, “What the hell; let’s lie.” That is what they did; they said, “Let’s just make it up.” To 
my knowledge, the Treasurer made up two different debt reduction programs that were complete fiction; they were 
a complete fiction from the start. The Labor Party has succeeded in getting in a large number of members to 
Parliament, many of whom are in very marginal seats. They have got hold of the public purse and they are spending 
money here, there and everywhere. They are building up the slush funds for battles in the future. However, they 
are doing that at the cost of the real reason they were elected, which is that they promised to increase jobs. That 
has been the overriding impact. The Labor Party had a strategy for job creation and job maintenance and—do 
members know what?—we have not seen anything. The Western Australian Jobs Bill will equally create jobs in 
New Zealand and Western Australia. Can members opposite tell me one thing they have done that has created 
jobs? Taxes do not create jobs. Royalty increases do not create jobs; they destroy jobs. Buying a car — 
Mr D.J. Kelly: Land tax increases. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Labor Party voted against it, that is right. The Labor Party did not remove the land tax, if 
the member wants to cry about it. The Labor Party did not remove it; it is in government. 
MR K.M. O’DONNELL (Kalgoorlie) [12.41 pm]: Greetings, Madam Deputy Speaker. Payroll tax is one of the 
worst taxes that I have ever come across. I remember when GST first came out; everybody said that it was the 
worst thing ever to come into play, but I believe that payroll tax is. I am aware that the Treasurer has to do whatever 
he has to do. Payroll tax can act as a disincentive to and penalise fast-growing businesses. Many businesses want 
to employ staff when they start to improve but a negative is that as soon as they hire staff, they have to pay tax. 
This goes against increasing jobs within a community. A positive could be that we just draw a line in the sand and 
make no more increases to payroll tax. I am aware that Liberal Party members can stand here and say they are not 
going to have taxes but that may come back to bite 10 to 15 years down the track. That would be similar to the 
Labor Party saying during the election campaign that there would be no new taxes. I for one am so glad I was not 
a part of that. I never want to promise during an election that something will not take place and then have to front 
the media and the people to tell them that we have to do it. I am aware of the fiscal situation. Looking back at the 
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election campaign, I think everybody understood that the state was in dire straits financially, due predominantly 
to the GST cutbacks and the drop in the price of iron ore. We—when I say we, I mean we as politicians—should 
not then use that to promise the world and not deliver, then go back. It is well known that the community wants 
honesty within politics. I would love to see an election campaign the next time around when we are not promising 
the world—on both sides. We could realistically come to an election with a plan and say “This is what we’re going 
to do” and then run with it. 
Taxes are an impost on businesses. As soon as tax is placed on a business, there is a flow-on effect: prices rise. 
For example, in transport, as soon as transport companies put up their prices, small businesses in regional areas 
have to put up their prices. It is just not a good thing. I do not wish to go back, but I will mention the gold royalty 
increase. That did not come into play and it turned out to be a blessing for the goldfields and other areas that mine 
gold. The WA School of Mines’ $150 million centre of excellence is now back on the table, with a $50 million 
promise from Northern Star Resource’s Bill Beament. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Just remind me where the other $100 million is supposed to come from? 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No, that is where the Labor Party, with its job growth and things that we can work on — 
Mr P. Papalia: The magic pudding! 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No, no, but I believe it is good to know that if someone in one area is putting up one-third 
of the money, that is a start for what will possibly happen further down the track. 
It would be fantastic if we could start with a Harvard Business School–type school in Western Australia. The 
apprenticeship program will have 10 to 20 apprentices at the end of the year. That is a positive. We will also get 
10 drilling rigs with five staff per drilling rig back on track to prepare for exploration. Saracen Mineral Holdings 
said $3 million is now back on the table for its exploration to commence. It was previously said that if a gold 
royalty was stopped, our credit rating would be at risk, but that did not eventuate. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: But it’s still a risk. 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Did they not come out and say the credit rating was staying? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, they said it’s still at risk if we don’t fill that hole. 
Mr P. Papalia: And you are the risk! Your side of politics — 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: In this instance, I will stand by being a risk, minister. I will wear that with pride. I have 
no hesitation about that. 
If a business increases its staffing, that is a good sign because I dare say it would consider whether revenue could 
be increased to cover the tax implications involved. I do not wish to go on much longer — 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Three minutes. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: A couple more minutes would be helpful! 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: All right then — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Business in Kalgoorlie—yes! 
Several members interjected. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: The gold tax would really have hurt us. I dare say the Minister for Tourism would like 
to hear more about that! 
Mr P. Papalia: I understand the hotels are killing the pig right now. I met five hoteliers when I was at the cup, 
and they said it was going swimmingly! 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: No, no. One hotel had just closed in the main street of Kalgoorlie. It used to be known 
as the Victoria Tavern, then De Bernales Tavern, then it became Lot 35. It closed. Some hotels—some businesses 
in some areas — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: De Bernales closed some time ago. 
Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes, I think it was in October; it was then called Lot 35. It spent bucketloads refurbishing 
and had to close, which is a shame.  
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
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Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Yes; it comes back also to how we promote our business. With regard to publicans, 
I dare say that some hotels are doing well, especially if they have a good chef. If I had a hotel, I would hire the 
chef here. She is very good. I am not a roast beef man, but I have never tasted better roast beef than from the chef. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 5388.] 
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