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PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2019 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 3 April. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [3.21 pm]: I stand to make my contribution to debate on the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment Bill 2019, and to clarify a few points about the bill—more specifically the changes that 
have been made, our position as a party on those changes, and the concerns the opposition has with this bill. 
Although, as a party, we have made a decision to support the passage of this bill, it raises some concerns. To 
refresh everybody’s memory, this bill contains amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 to remove 
the payroll tax exemption for eligible new trainees, with effect from 1 July 2019. The estimated savings of 
$109 million made over the period of 2019–20 to 2021–22 will be redirected to fund a new incentive scheme for 
employers of apprentices and trainees. These reforms are part of a two-stage package, with the first stage, 
introduced last year, requiring amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act to limit the exemption for trainees 
to new employees whose ordinary wages did not exceed $100 000 per annum. The bill now before the house makes 
reforms to transition the exemption to an employer incentive scheme. This will not affect the exemption of wages 
paid to apprentices, which will continue to apply. 
The first issue I wish to touch on with this bill is the new threshold level of $100 000. I understand the principle 
of focusing on businesses that do not currently pay payroll tax, so that they can get incentives to ensure that there 
is training for their employees, but I worry that we are removing certain classifications of employees, particularly 
in the mining sector, whose wages may exceed $100 000, and I cannot see why any organisations, particularly 
mining organisations, that have large expenses in supporting these employees to ensure that they are trained 
adequately, should not have some of these incentives apply to these new employees. This question is about why 
the limit is appropriate. I can understand the concerns raised by the Treasurer about executives going through all 
sorts of leadership training. Even though no specific evidence was supplied, there were concerns that this provision 
would be utilised by organisations obtaining payroll tax exemptions for questionable benefit. I understand why 
that would be done, but is there a risk that some people are falling through the cracks? Some organisations may be 
disadvantaged because they have a slightly higher payroll than other organisations. I am not sure that setting the 
threshold at $100 000 is necessarily the appropriate stance to take. 
Our second concern with this bill has to do with organisations going through fundamental change, whether because 
of competition or diminishing resources. From time to time, we see that organisations need to reskill their workforce. 
The legitimate reskilling of a workforce to make sure that the workers stay employed should be of concern to this 
government. We have seen, from time to time, whether because of changes to economic circumstances, competition 
or global prices, organisations forced to innovate and change. I question why this provision would apply only to new 
employees. Why would we put an incentive in place that encourages an organisation to get rid of existing 
employees and potentially bring in new ones, so that they are not reskilling the existing workforce? I am a bit 
surprised at the Labor Party, because I thought that one of the critical things unions would want to ensure in the 
workplace was that employees could be reskilled to fill alternative jobs within the organisation. Our primary 
concern is about why the government is proceeding down this path, and is not supporting organisations that may 
find themselves in a spot of bother because of changing circumstances, and why the government is not facilitating 
an environment in which companies can reskill and maybe keep all their existing workforce employed. I am 
surprised that the Labor Party would take away the ability for employers to reskill an existing workforce. 
Those are the issues that I wish to raise at this stage, but I want to touch on a few other things. We support some 
of the provisions in the bill—namely, that employers below the payroll tax exemption threshold will be eligible 
for incentives for both apprentice and new worker training. However, those organisations are not paying the tax. 
These start-up businesses are not paying any payroll tax, so we are giving them an incentive on top of that, whereas 
other organisations are not getting an incentive on top of the tax; they just do not have to pay as much tax. Although 
we support, in essence, smaller businesses getting an incentive to train up staff and so forth, it seems a bit 
hypocritical in the sense that when a company just crosses over a threshold, it is not getting any benefit apart from 
an exemption from the payroll tax it pays. Some of those things do not seem quite right, albeit that the opposition 
is supporting the bill. 
However, a broader structural issue exists for the state government, and these attempts to change things with this 
payroll tax amendment, are not getting to the heart of the issue that exists in Western Australia—that is, the current 
state of the economy. We are not seeing from this government any attempt to address how the economy is 
performing and what is happening out there in the business world at this time. 
Employers such as sole traders and businesses with one to 19 employees are in all sorts of bother. The economy 
is really hurting them at the moment. What we are seeing is a real concern to the small business part of the 
Western Australian economy, whether it be retail trade or the housing industry, and I will just touch on that. One in 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 7 May 2019] 

 p2720g-2742a 
Mr Dean Nalder; Mr Bill Marmion; Mr Terry Redman; Dr Mike Nahan; Ms Libby Mettam; Mr Peter 

Katsambanis; Mrs Liza Harvey; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [2] 

every six businesses with one to 19 employees have gone in the past two years. There has been a 15 per cent 
reduction in the number of small businesses with one to 19 employees in the past two years. We have not seen 
from this government an understanding of the policies that are required to support industry so that there is 
confidence to employ people and so that our economy and our communities can prosper. That is a failing of the 
current government’s approach to payroll tax. It is tinkering at the edges with the amendments in the bills that it 
is bringing to the house. It does not have policies to support these businesses in Western Australia before they 
disappear. It is a real concern. One in six businesses with one to 19 employees have disappeared in the past two 
years. We have seen nothing from this government to address this issue. 
We call on the government to think about this further, respond to our contributions to the second reading debate 
and provide some level of comfort that it is thinking a bit more broadly than just about the impact this bill will 
have on the business community. This will not arrest the decline in the number of small businesses in 
Western Australia. We support the bill and we will allow it to go through, but we have some issues, which I have 
raised. The primary issue is re-skilling existing employees. It is surprising that the Labor government does not 
support organisations that may, through necessity, need to re-skill a workforce so that the employees stay 
employed. I am a little surprised, and I think a lot of my colleagues on this side of the house are surprised, that the 
Labor Party would facilitate this situation. The second issue is that we are not sure why some organisations with 
employees who may require important training, mainly for occupational health and safety reasons—we see this 
particularly in the mining sector—will not be granted payroll tax exemptions for that level of training, which is 
critical for some of these roles. I know that some mining company employees are well paid because of some of 
the conditions that they endure, but I do not hold a grudge against them over what they earn; I do not think anybody 
does. Some of these fly in, fly out roles are not easy. Out in the bush, temperatures can soar and workers experience 
a lot of isolation from their family and the broader community. I do not begrudge them their remuneration. I do not 
know why the organisations that provide critical occupational health and safety training for these workers to ensure 
that they are safe would not get the same payroll tax exemptions. It is a brutal brush for the government to remove 
the exemption for workers earning over $100 000, and I think it requires further consideration in the light of day. 

I will not add too much more to my comments about this bill. As I said, this is the second stage of the government’s 
changes; the first stage was debated last year. I raised some points at that time about the $100 000 threshold, but 
now I am bringing a fresh set of eyes to it, particularly given the state of the economy. I raise with the government 
the need to support industry at a time when there has been a decline in the small business environment. As I said, 
15 per cent of small businesses with one to 19 employees in Western Australia have disappeared in the past two years, 
and there is a flow-on effect. If people are unsure of that, I encourage them to look at the number of empty shops 
in the shopping strips. I will tell members where I have noticed it more than anywhere else. When I go to my in-laws 
and I drive through Pingelly, Narrogin and Katanning and down to Albany, I am concerned about the number of 
empty shops. That is why I keep coming back to it. In the past two years, there has been a 15 per cent decline in 
the number of small businesses that employ one to 19 people. That is not a track record that this government should 
be very proud of. I call on the government to address that. 

I get the change to the incentive scheme to reward people for training new employees, but I think it falls short of 
providing the right level of support to the business community. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia has raised some valid points about the need to consider thresholds and the need to consider 
supporting businesses to ensure that they survive. The increase in household costs has been part of the problem, 
and this goes right to the heart of the argument that we have been making about the imposts. I find it fascinating 
that the Premier continues to argue the point about the increases in electricity prices eight years ago. We are in 
totally different circumstances now. Real wage growth and the state of the economy were totally different at that 
time. The recent charges are having a compound effect at a time of low wage growth. What is really important—
this is why I keep coming back to the issue of small business—is that a small business is often funded by the 
security in a person’s home. They use the security in their home to help establish their small business and get it up 
and running. If we have an environment of declining house values—roughly one in six mortgages are in negative 
equity—people who may want to get a small business going will not have the equity in their home to get it started. 
The government does not understand this issue and it is not working out what it can do. 

It seems to me that when the government came to power, it said that it would demonstrate that it could get the 
budget back in surplus and would go hard in the first two years and then back off. The damage has been done. 
Retail trade, unemployment and state final demand were worse in 2018 than they were in 2017. In 2017, there was 
talk about green shoots in the economy, yet in 2018, across most economic indicators, WA got worse. I have not 
heard the government acknowledge that. The government keeps trying to talk up the economy. I understand the 
principle of talking up the economy. I found it fascinating today to get a lecture from the Treasurer and for the 
Premier to attack me for the comments I made on Twitter about Keystart home loans. It is fascinating. Again, it 
comes to the heart of this issue around not understanding the economy. If members look at what I posted on 
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Twitter, all I said is that consumers need to be careful and exercise caution going into a Keystart loan in this 
environment. The reason is that they have a very low deposit—which is great. For those who cannot get a deposit 
together, I believe in Keystart. If they cannot get a deposit together, it is a great help. But if we have falling home 
values, they will very quickly move into negative equity. The other thing I said on Twitter is that people pay 
a higher interest rate with a Keystart loan. I was not spruiking a bank. I was not spruiking ANZ where I used to 
work. I was saying that once people get ahead with their mortgage, they should be trying to transfer it and get 
a better discount rate than they can get through Keystart. The government should be supporting this commentary 
because if more people migrate away from Keystart, it opens up the book so Keystart can lend more. The current 
Keystart legislation restricts the total book to $5 billion. If the Treasurer looked in the budget papers, he would see 
that in years three and four Keystart does not increase the debt because it has reached the ceiling. The Treasurer 
might say that the government will securitise some of the book, as the former government did. There is a problem: 
if increasing numbers of people on Keystart are going into negative equity, there will be a struggle to securitise 
that part of the book, because all of a sudden those people will owe more on their mortgage than the value of their 
property, and that makes it a lot more difficult to securitise out the book. If the government is going to push 
Keystart, one of the only options it will have moving forward, and not very far away, is to change the legislation 
to allow the Keystart book to grow. I find that fascinating. 
I am using the Keystart argument to show that the government needs to understand the implications of its policies. 
If the government understands the implications of its policies, it assists with its policy settings. We are raising the 
concern that this government has not understood the implications of its policy settings. We have seen changes to 
household charges and a raft of other new taxes that the government has either introduced or attempted to introduce 
without fully appreciating, or caring about, the second, third and fourth order consequences that flow through the 
economy. As I said, household charges are impacting on small businesses’ ability to survive, and in the last 
24 months we have seen 15 per cent of small businesses with one to 19 employees in Western Australia disappear. 
Although I acknowledge these payroll tax changes and that the opposition will support the passage of this 
legislation through Parliament, I have fundamental concerns about how the government’s policies are impacting 
on the health and wellbeing of not only our domestic economy—our mums and dads or our households—but also 
Western Australian businesses. I will share another example of the flowthrough implications of these policies. 
I find it fascinating that before the election we saw the claim that it is about local jobs for our local kids. No 
member in this chamber would disagree with that simple political statement—we all want to put our kids first. But 
the changes that the government made to the regional migration status of Western Australia have had a negative 
flow-on effect through our economy in both households and the broader business community. Members might ask 
how that could happen. We saw an immediate decline in the number of international students coming to 
Western Australia. For every four international students, one job is created. If 5 000 students are removed from 
our economy—they have shifted to South Australia and Tasmania—we are talking about 1 250 jobs supporting 
those international students lost in WA. We have to remember that all those international students either rent 
a house or their parents buy one in their name. Demand in our property sector has been taken out of the marketplace 
at a critical time when we need it to hold up property values. Again, that ultimately drives property values down 
and impacts on small businesspeople who are using the equity in their home to borrow in order to underpin the 
growth of their business. These are the second, third and fourth order implications I have talked about that this 
government has failed to acknowledge. Instead, the government has focused on what happened when the bottom 
fell out of global iron ore prices and our GST share was 30¢, which made the finances in Western Australia 
extremely tight. The government wants to keep focusing on that to try to distract people from its policies and how 
they are negatively impacting on our economy. We need this government to stand up for Western Australian 
businesses and households so that we can get this state going and we can continue to be the powerhouse of the 
Australian economy and all share in the state’s prosperity moving forward. 
MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands) [3.45 pm]: I rise to speak briefly on the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment 
Bill 2019. I may seek clarity on a few issues from the Treasurer, who is far more learned on this than I am. I am 
interested in a bit more detail on why this amendment is necessary and the impact it will have on various sectors 
of the community, particularly the mining industry, as I am shadow Minister for Mines and Petroleum. 
I am keen for some clarity on the definition of “new worker trainees”, which was part of the 2018 amendments. 
This legislation will remove the exemption for new worker trainees and set up a new mechanism whereby the new 
employer incentive scheme will be set up. Given the 2018 amendments established an exemption for new worker 
trainees, I am interested in whether the Treasurer can tell me how that has worked out in the last 12 months or so 
and perhaps why we have jumped to these amendments in 2019 to change to this new mechanism. In particular, 
I am interested in any feedback the Treasurer has received from employers or companies on problems with the 
2018 changes, with an emphasis on the mining industry because, as the member for Bateman mentioned, there are 
very few jobs in the mining industry for which employees are paid less than $100 000. Maybe that mechanism to 
come up with new worker trainees excluded some sectors of the mining industry. The Treasurer might be able to 
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mention data on the percentage of people who might have taken up that option. I know that people employed in 
the not-for-profit sector who have many degrees and years of experience are paid well less than $100 000, whereas 
in the mining industry people who could be termed “new worker trainees” can be earning more than $100 000. 
I am interested in the Treasurer’s comments on that. I am interested also in some detail around how the new 
employee incentive scheme might work. How will a company apply? Will individual employees be empowered to 
approach a company? How will it work? Who will be eligible and will there be dollar limits on companies or 
individual employees who apply for the incentive scheme?  
I noticed that in his second reading speech the Treasurer indicated how the scheme will provide a mechanism to 
enable more areas to be addressed in a changing and new economy in light of new industries and people doing 
coding and blockchaining. We know that even in my mining sector, drilling machines are not operated by levers 
being pulled. Operators do not get a feel for hatch drilling; technology tells them what is going on. I have been 
advised that people who are good at gaming and are perhaps stuck on computers might be able to get jobs in that 
industry if they are incentivised to train in that area. I am interested in commentary on that. 
When the 2018 changes are brought in, for so-called legitimate reasons, some companies could take to gaming the 
system and seek deductions to reduce payroll tax, which is obviously what happens whenever new taxes are 
introduced. In the minister’s response, it would be handy for people who read Hansard many years later if he could 
put on the record some bad examples to highlight the need for bringing that in. We have all heard stories. The 
minister might be able to give us some examples for Hansard. 
Before I get to a couple of other issues, payroll tax, land tax and stamp duty are the only three mechanisms state 
governments have for getting revenue. Payroll tax is something that businesses hate, but, as the Treasurer knows, 
there is no other mechanism to bring in a reasonable amount of income. If business activity within the state is low, 
there is very little growth and consumer confidence is down, a huge burden is put on the Treasurer unless other 
revenue comes in from royalties et cetera. There has obviously been a problem with the GST. When we play 
around with things like payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax, it is very important that a lot of consultation is 
undertaken—I know that occurs with Treasury—to make sure the implications are considered. In that respect, can 
we look at the big picture, a bit like we do with projects when we look at life-cycle costing? Basically, with both 
the 2018 amendments and, I guess, these amendments, an exemption will apply when a company’s training is 
being done by outside organisations, whoever they may be. The company will receive a reduction in payroll tax 
by paying a cost to another small business or training organisation, be it the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia or whatever. Those organisations may in turn have to pay payroll tax due to the number of 
employees involved. In looking at the big picture, training organisations could be implicated. They might have to 
put people off and, ironically, there may be a reduction in payroll tax collected because the training organisations 
were benefiting prior to 2018 but will be impacted by this amendment and may lose some training opportunities. 
The minister could argue that they may not be well directed; I would agree with him on that. I gather that, although 
firms might seek a reduction in payroll tax by providing training, the training may not be of benefit to 
Western Australia. There is an opportunity. I would be interested to know whether Treasury has done some 
modelling around the big picture. 
The minister refers in his second reading speech to the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund levy 
also being available for training. From talking to my mining colleagues, the quantum from the mining industry is 
still not defined, although we might find out on Thursday that it is. Nonetheless, through that training levy mining 
employees and construction employees et cetera have an opportunity for training. There should not be any overlap 
with the new employer incentive scheme. Will a mechanism be set up to make sure the State Training Board will 
award training in one area and this new incentive scheme, which will set up some training, talk to each other so 
one area does not get too much and there are no gaps in some areas? I am interested to know whether the minister 
has put some thought into that. I understand this will start on 1 July. 
Just before I sit down, because I know the member for Vasse is very keen to stand up, I indicate that I have some 
small experience with payroll tax. I was quite surprised when I was in the private sector for six years. We had 
a very small company; in fact, we maxed out at about 6.5 full-time employees in one year. In that year, I was 
surprised to get an invoice from the Office of State Revenue for, I think, about $6 000. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: You must have been paying them huge incomes. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: We were. My partner, John Syme, and I were astounded to get a payroll tax bill for about 
$6 000. I could not believe it. We went through our payroll and the actual threshold was a bit lower. I cannot 
remember what it was, but in, I think, 2007 it might have been about $700 000. 
Mr R.H. Cook interjected 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: We had gone over the threshold by just enough to pay $6 000. We were a bit astounded 
that our little company had to pay that. That was a fair bit of money for us. Obviously, it has a bit of an impact on 
how small companies might run their business. 
With those comments, could the Treasurer give a bit more detail in his reply on how he sees the amendments 
working and what impacts they might have and the benefits? 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.57 pm]: I will talk on behalf of the Nationals WA on this Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment Bill, and say from the outset that we will support the bill through Parliament and have no 
reason to object to the initiatives. I might add that when we supported the first amendments to the legislation that 
went through the house last year, we said that although we supported it, it was not premised on automatic support for 
this bill. However, having met with the small business sector, particularly the regional small business sector, and had 
feedback that they are largely happy with this, it will have our support. We do not see any bogies in the bill. 
I remind the house that the tranche of amendments that went through last year targeted existing employees, in that 
a payroll tax exemption was given to those on training programs but not apprentices. Of course, I commented 
when that bill went through that at one stage, I was Minister for Workforce Development and the issues were 
brought to my table and I was very concerned about them. It is one of the reasons I have the background knowledge 
to support that first change, which was largely in place to deal with the rorting behaviour. I must say that we took 
a little bit of pain on that. I still think it was the right decision and I think also that last year’s amendments helped 
support some reductions in training funding from the federal government—$54 million, from memory, and 
about 9 500 training places, which were able to be backfilled somewhat by the savings from that. Of course, it is 
not just savings and training places that would have finished up in the big business sector, which had payroll tax 
liabilities, but the small business sector was potentially also a beneficiary. We supported that legislation through 
Parliament last year and now the Treasurer has introduced the final part, which involves removing the exemptions 
for new worker trainees and putting in place a new employer incentive scheme. I was reading through some notes 
and it is effectively set to raise $109 million, which will be matched, I think, with federal funding of $110 million—
it will be mobilised from 1 July this year as a product of this legislation—so we are talking about $220 million 
worth of funding for training under the employer incentive scheme. Of course, it has a little bit of targeting. 

I have always been concerned when governments direct traffic and decide what training should occur, as distinct 
from industry directing that traffic based on its needs, but this scheme is premised on a guiding light from 
government with a 10 per cent loading on the state priority occupation list, a regional component and, of course, 
a loading for identified equity groups, which is quite appropriate. The high cost of training in the northern part of 
the state is recognised in the loading, which is important because as we move north just about everything is more 
expensive and we do not want to disadvantage training opportunities as we move geographically. Likewise, it has 
been recognised directly from industry feedback that costs are greater for older trainees and apprentices because 
of their wage arrangements and for those in the older demographic who start an apprenticeship, there is effectively 
a loading to offset the wages challenge that they face in their first year. We are supportive of this scheme; it makes 
sense. The payment structure through the incentive scheme will work on a time-point payment, which means that 
there are incentives as people work through a traineeship or apprenticeship, which, again, is appropriate and should 
be received positively. We had some feedback about the ease of compliance, the ease of accessing it and of 
receiving key supported direction on how to manage trainees and apprentices for the small business sector in 
particular, but also managing that compliance process, which, I understand, is an online process. I have not been 
through it myself to appreciate how easy or user-friendly it is, but it is an important component. 

In summary, the legislation is generally a good move. I was disappointed when the federal government withdrew 
its funding last year; that was not a good outcome for Western Australia. Hopefully, we are in a position to support 
a good trainee cycle as we move forward. We cannot underestimate the importance of training and investing in 
staff. I do not know whether I have used this example in the house before; perhaps I have. I remember going to 
a forum over east when I was in business with my wife. We listened to a training presenter, a fellow who owned 
the Beechworth Bakery. I do not know whether members have heard of it. He turned a very basic bakery that was 
fast going south into an iconic shop that people travel hundreds of kilometres to see. He spent half an hour talking 
about the importance of training. He was a very motivated and energetic person. It was not hard to listen to him 
and go back and say, “Righto, we’re going to do this.” When he finished, he took questions. Someone from the 
retail sector stood up and said, “What happens if you train them up and they leave?” His answer was, “What happens 
if you don’t train them and they stay?” I thought it was a really pertinent point about the value of training. If 
businesses are not focused on training, they are doing themselves a disservice. Given the support from government, 
and if we take an average across the various programs, our training sector is subsidised to the tune of 80-odd per cent. 
It is heavily subsidised and quite rightly so. It is a challenge to pick up training in the turn of the economic cycle, 
which is when people want to do it. When things come good, it tends to back off and that is easy to do. The 
Nationals WA think this legislation is a step in the right direction, particularly because some of the behaviours 
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were inappropriate. Trying to mobilise the resources that were in that behaviour into training spots with various 
loadings to direct the traffic of training is very important and has the Nationals’ support. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [4.04 pm]: I would like to make a few comments 
about the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2019. The member for Bateman made the comment as the 
Liberal Party’s lead speaker that we support the bill, although we have raised a few queries about it. I assume the 
Treasurer will address those queries during his second reading reply later today. 

The payroll tax deduction for apprenticeships and training has been in place since 2002. Since that time, it has 
grown and certain agencies clearly promoted it quite extensively. There are examples, although there is not clear 
evidence, of businesses using it for their executives as well as their blue-collar workers; in other words, they were 
using it as a mechanism to avoid payroll tax payments without effective outcomes in training and, to some extent, 
apprenticeships. The first stage of reform, which was put in place a year or so ago, put an end to most of that. One of 
the real issues in this state—and, indeed, the nation—in both apprenticeships and training has been the decline in 
commencement, completion and rapid cancellations. There are all sorts ideas of why. As at 30 June, the number 
of those in training in WA dropped from 43 215—I am not sure whether they are FTEs or people themselves—to 
31 400 in 2018, which is a substantial 30 per cent drop in the number of people in training in Western Australia. 
This is published data from the commonwealth. In the 12 months ending 30 June 2015, commencements were just 
shy of 28 000; in 2018, commencements dropped to 18 000. In the same period, the number of completions for 
2015 was 16 300; it dropped to 12 200 in 2018. Importantly, the data that we heard about before indicated that 
a range of people, particularly during the boom, pulled out prematurely and did not complete their apprenticeship 
or training. That is measured, I suppose, in cancellations and withdrawals, but a positive aspect is that although 
there were 10 000 withdrawals in 2015, that number dropped to 8 400. If we put that into context, in 2015 there 
were 16 300 completions and 10 200 cancellations or withdrawals. A large proportion of people in training pulled 
out and the additions to the trained workforce in that year was only 6 000. 

In a state like Western Australia that has a particularly large construction sector and a mining sector that requires 
a great deal of high technology and people with trained skills, additions to the trained workforce, whether 
apprenticeships or trainees, are absolutely vital to our economy. Those of us who were around during the boom 
times will remember that we ran out of skilled people. One of the jokes at the time was that the only way to get 
the boom going was to put a police barricade on the Northern Highway and pull over all the semiretired and retired 
grey nomads and put them back into the workforce—it was that crucial. We basically hired masses of people from 
all around the world, including 457 visa holders and permanent workers, because we simply ran out of skilled 
workers. But at that time there was also clear evidence that even though the number of people in training grew, 
the percentage of people completing the training had declined.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Member, I think you said it was that because they were leaving? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: They were leaving.  
My guess was that the differential between the wages at a completed skill and the wages at an uncompleted 
beginners skill was very high. If someone got into an apprenticeship or traineeship at Wheatstone or Gorgon, they 
would learn basic skills for a year or so, and they could then leave and earn an income that was almost equivalent 
to completing the apprenticeship skills. It was a wage differential. Then a whole range of people dropped out and 
when the boom ended—it was a construction boom; a lot of people of course went to Sydney and Melbourne and 
other places—we were left with an inadequate supply of skilled people for the future of Western Australia. These 
are the vagaries of the market and of a boom–bust economy. As the previous speaker said, the incentives were 
perhaps there but not as strong. We subsidise these very heavily, but not as much as universities, to some extent. 
We have the higher education contribution scheme for universities, which puts off the payment for their tuition, 
and students can stay here, work in restaurants and other places, and earn an income. But I think the cash flow 
sacrifice for being in an apprenticeship is often greater than being in university. I have long believed that we have 
far too many people in university, particularly in certain courses, and more than we do in skilled trades. How do 
we adjust that? I accept the government’s argument that the payroll tax incentives that we had for non-apprenticeships 
was imprecise. It was spending scarce government money, because it was a tax expenditure and therefore an 
expenditure that was not pointed directly, and certain firms were using it simply as a mechanism to avoid payroll 
tax. We applaud the government’s reforms here.  
We heard that the commonwealth has put substantial additional money into this area. Last year, during the debate 
about stage 1, we were told that the commonwealth had pulled some money out of the previous program, but it 
appears in the explanatory notes for this bill that the commonwealth has come good with a different program that 
will put additional money into skills training. The commonwealth, for 2019–20 to 2020–23, has come up with 
a new program, the National Partnership on the Skilling Australians Fund, which will put additional money into 
the skills program and the savings from the state government’s program will be matched with the commonwealth 
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money. That is how I understand it. I have looked at the commonwealth program and it quite rightly tries to target 
its expenditure. Firstly, it is a matching arrangement. I accept that; it is an appropriate thing for the commonwealth 
to do to ensure that states do not just cost shift. In fact, the reason the commonwealth changed from the other 
program was that it perceived that states were cost shifting—that is, taking the commonwealth money and cutting 
their own. That is not what we want here and it is not what the government is doing; I am not accusing it of that 
in this case. This state money will be matched with the commonwealth program, the National Partnership on the 
Skilling Australians Fund. I have gone through some of the material. It states the priority industries: tourism, 
hospitality, health and ageing, engineering, manufacturing, building and construction, agriculture, and digital 
technology. It is quite wide ranging. That is on a national basis. How will this matching arrangement work? Is it 
going to go into a pool matched by the commonwealth money? The explanatory memorandum explains that it does 
not apply to apprenticeships necessarily, because companies still get a payroll tax deduction for them. The 
government says that the building funds for apprenticeships for the building industry is separate. That is fair 
enough; it is good. But will this program target specific types of industries and skills? How will those be identified? 
Importantly, in Western Australia, our skill base and mix is often different from those in other states; it has been 
one of our challenges. How will we be able to allocate the funds, $110 000, to best match our perceived needs in 
skills going forward? As the previous speaker, the member for Warren–Blackwood made clear, there is 
a consensus that reform of, and targeted funding for, TAFE and skills training are absolutely vital for our state and 
that this reform is an appropriate part of that package.  
One of the other things that my colleagues have said and that I would like the Treasurer to respond to is that in the 
first stage of reforms, there were not too many administrative costs for bureaucratic movement. Could the 
Treasurer outline the ways he is using the payroll tax reduction scheme to minimise the bureaucracy of allocating 
and monitoring those funds? I am sure he has looked at this. Also, how will we ensure that the funds are targeted 
where firms believe they get the biggest bang for their buck in apprenticeships?  
Perhaps another issue in this reform will be outside the Treasurer’s remit, because he is basically reforming the 
payroll tax system and training is under a different minister’s portfolio. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I will try my best.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I understand that, and he might have to hand the baton to somebody else for this explanation. 

One key issue that we all received feedback on is that the scheme is often not very well targeted. Another issue, 
and it is not necessarily in this scheme, is that a whole range of skills are needed in Western Australia, and every 
time we have had a boom, we had none of them. These skills are not necessarily available through training and 
apprenticeship programs, but some specialist skills training is required that maybe firms provided when we built 
all those LNG processing facilities. Chevron, Woodside, I think Santos and firms over east put together a package 
to train people to operate, repair and maintain those processing facilities. How do we ensure that Woodside, Santos 
and others use their own money to train those people rather than use this money? How will the government allocate 
it? I would argue that Woodside and those big firms should do the training themselves to some extent because of 
the rate of internal return to them and the need for those skills. The skills are so specific that the firms should invest 
a lot of that money themselves, because they will get the return from it. WesTrac has historically done that very 
effectively. It gave it a strong comparative advantage, particularly in providing almost instantaneous repair and 
maintenance to its Caterpillar tractors all around the Asia–Pacific region. There are these issues. It is unfair to 
some extent to push the Treasurer outside his remit on this.  

One issue that has come up that I think the member for Nedlands might have raised—I was not sitting in on the 
whole speech—is that the target is, to a large extent, new trainees. Apprenticeships are different and there is less 
than $100 000. I think the member for Nedlands dealt with the $100 000 cap in the mining sector, so I will not go 
into that. One of the important things for many firms is the retraining of existing staff. When this bill was mooted, 
we were lobbied, as would be expected. Many firms were saying that the most important thing is to keep existing 
staff, because they know who they are, they know that they can learn and they are committed to the firm, and the 
best thing to do is to retrain existing staff rather than go out and look for new staff. I think that is a very important 
issue. I accept that in the system we are going to get rid of, people were using the training of existing staff as a tax 
avoidance or minimisation method, but the training of existing staff can often be a better target than training new 
staff. In these times of disruption to industry, if companies do not train their existing staff, they become 
unemployed, and they have to shift them out of the system and be trained by somebody else outside the system. It 
would probably be better to have those staff continuing in employment and trained on the job rather than go out 
and start afresh. I think it is a weakness of the system to diminish or rule out the training of existing staff. 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It could be many things. One of the things that I was lobbied about is that a lot of the equipment 
in processing facilities is unique. Training is provided by the provider of that equipment, and it involves taking 
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existing people who are probably doing a similar job on a different piece of equipment and retraining them. 
Perhaps that gives all the reward to the firm, but keeping staff and retraining staff is important, because, as the 
euphemism goes, in this modern age of the workforce, we are constantly learning. Therefore, training on the job 
is a constant activity. 

I congratulate the Treasurer for doing this. It is a good measure. He would have got some strong pushback from 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. To be honest, I have to say, when the CCI came 
knocking on the door to seek our support for sustaining the existing system, even though I have had a long history 
with the CCI, we told it that it had gone too far, that it did not maintain the system adequately, and that the reforms 
that the Treasurer has put in are appropriate for us. The Treasurer can answer some of the questions that I and 
others have raised when he responds. 

MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [4.22 pm]: I would like to make some relatively brief contributions to this debate as 
well from a small business perspective—the sector that is most obviously affected by the Pay-roll Tax Assessment 
Amendment Bill 2019. From the outset, I note that the Liberal opposition and wider opposition support the bill 
that has been presented to the house. There is no doubt that small businesses in Western Australia are doing it 
tough. We heard from the shadow Treasurer that over the last two years, one in six businesses have shut their 
doors. Over the last 12 months, 9 000 businesses have made the decision not to proceed, not to provide a service 
and not to employ a workforce. 

The first tranche of what has been presented here—the removal of payroll tax exemptions—provided a great deal 
of concern amongst the industry. Our leader, the member for Riverton, talked about the concern raised by the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. I point to a media statement that went out in May 2018 
from the CCI, in which the CEO stated — 

The outcome is disappointing for WA’s future workforce skills … 

“CCI has advised the Government that traineeships are already in freefall as a direct result of their policy 
change, putting WA jobs and skills at risk and damaging the State’s long-term economic recovery … 

Of course, there was concern about a measure that would remove an exemption that was going to limit the payroll 
tax burden on the small businesses of Western Australia. I note that businesses in WA are paying on average 
$2 408 per employee in payroll tax, compared with an average of $1 839 across the rest of Australia. There was 
legitimate industry concern from the perspective of seeing the cost of employing people to do business. The 
member for Riverton, the Leader of the Opposition, stated some concerns from the sector, which the Treasurer has 
outlined as well, about this payroll tax exemption being rorted by industry, but there was also an understanding 
that those rorting concerns had been tightened up significantly in recent times. The payroll tax exemptions provided 
opportunities to encourage the reskilling of the existing workforce—in particular, the older workforce. From my 
perspective, my only concern going forward is that there would still be an incentive to skill the existing workforce 
as opposed to just new members of the workforce. 

As I said, small businesses in WA are doing it tough. In question time today I pointed to the WA Super–CCI Business 
Confidence Survey, which stated that small businesses are struggling the most when it comes to the WA economy, 
with 78 per cent expecting their workforce to contract or remain unchanged over the last quarter, and that this 
was bad news for the 87 000 unemployed or 126 000 underemployed Western Australians. That was a quote by 
Rick Newnham from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. 

As I stated before, this sector is struggling and is challenged. The issues around training in this sector are of particular 
concern. When we look at the most recent data for the skills crisis facing WA, I point to the National Centre for 
Vocational Education Research and its statistics, which state that in WA, in a four-year period from 2014 to 2018, 
we have seen a 39 per cent drop in commencements and a 35 per cent decrease in completions. If we look at just 
the one-year period from September 2017 to 2018, a 12 per cent drop occurred in commencements of those taking 
up apprenticeships and traineeships, and a 15 per cent decrease in completions as well. These statistics are 
one thing, but this is backed up by feedback when getting out and talking to people in the small business sector. 

Small and medium-sized businesses are really feeling the pinch in being able to attain and retain a trained and 
skilled workforce. I caught up with Colin Piacentini from Piacentini and Sons recently. They currently have 
54 apprentices and are constantly the target of labour hire companies. They invest heavily in their workforce and 
are frustrated by a revolving door of apprentices being brought on and encouraged to work in this earthmoving 
business, only to see them go when there is a change in the industry or a growth in the mining sector, and people 
move up north to work in the mining industry. It is a significant challenge for government to retain skilled staff. 
Once an investment has been made in those staff, being able to keep them on and not lose them to labour hire 
companies or to lucrative jobs in the north is a significant challenge. 
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We certainly welcome what has been described as a transparent program. The feedback I have received so far from 
industry groups has been quite positive. No specific concerns regarding this scheme have been raised with me. We 
look forward to seeing these incentives working for the benefit of the sector through apprenticeships and new 
worker training. 

From a regional perspective, we welcome the additional loadings for regional areas. Regional WA is significantly 
challenged in attracting and retaining a skilled workforce. Likewise, future employees are also challenged by the 
great tyranny of distance in regional WA in being able to reach out and to be encouraged to better themselves and 
progress in the workforce. It is essential that we invest in a skilled workforce and invest in our people, whether 
they are living in Tom Price, Geraldton or Perth, or in any part of regional WA. Providing a specific regional focus 
is of great value. I would hope that this scheme is promoted and there is a mechanism within the scheme so that 
our regional youth and small businesses are also very well aware of what has been introduced and what will be put 
in place. Employers who invest in skilled staff deserve support. Likewise, it is essential that these skills are supported. 

I understand that the incentives are for new workers only and that there is nothing in place to advantage or reskill 
the existing workforce. I query why there is not an incentive in place to invest in the current workforce. That is 
one element that I will be looking for some clarification on. This is a particular concern when we are looking at 
more senior people in the workforce. I would hope that there would be some consideration given to encouraging 
people to progress in their particular field of work. That also fits in with better outcomes for our business sector. 

The broadening of the scope of the scheme is welcomed. I understand that the funds that have been provided for this 
incentive scheme have come from the removal of the payroll tax exemption—$109 million. I note that the Treasurer 
stated that the savings have been made from removing those exemptions. I seek some clarification about whether 
all of the $109 million will be utilised in this scheme as opposed to just going back into the government’s coffers. 

The Treasurer stated that this will be a more equitable approach to provide assistance to employers. The opposition 
will do its own due diligence to ensure that that is what we see on the ground in the delivery of the program. I note 
that the federal government is also matching the funds for this scheme. It is of great value that the federal Morrison 
government acknowledges the value of skilling Australia and Western Australia. It is something that the opposition 
supports. If we are going to see our workforce across regional WA, and also in Perth, continue, or if we are going 
to see some changes in the drops that have occurred over the last 12 months to four years, we are going to see 
significant changes in the incentives provided to employers for training up our workforce. It is in everybody’s 
interests that this scheme succeeds. We support the government in its approach to trying to turn around the 
concerning tide of negative growth in the training sector, for the benefit of not only those employers but also 
employees and a stronger and better skilled Western Australian workforce. 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [4.35 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to speak on the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment Bill 2019. Members know my strong views on payroll tax generally. I think payroll tax 
is a job-destroying tax. Over the years, payroll tax has proven itself to be a reliable cash cow for state governments, 
but unfortunately that has come at the expense of the maintenance and creation of employment opportunities for 
Western Australians and for people in the other states where payroll tax exists. Perhaps it is a bit of a hangover 
from the time that our colonies, as they were, were handing over powers to the federal government and the 
constitutional arrangements that were put in place meant that the range of taxation options available to a state 
government to control its own destiny and its funds were limited. It was exacerbated when the income-taxing 
powers were handed over to the commonwealth. No-one is seriously talking about clawing those back, although 
I note that it had been floated a few years ago by certain people in the public debate. 
Payroll tax is a job destroyer and a job killer. It particularly impacts small and medium-sized businesses at a time 
they can least afford to pay more tax, which is when they are growing, when they are employing more people, 
when they are struggling with cash flow and working capital, and when they are trying really hard to employ more 
people so they can continue to grow their business, meet their obligations and, hopefully, make a go of their 
business and make it a little bigger. Right at that time, the threshold cuts in and they have to pay payroll tax. At 
the other end, it may not have as devastating an impact for businesses, but it is a real handbrake on employment, 
and one that we as a society have never really tried to address fully. 
The previous government, the Barnett Liberal–National government, did its bit to increase the payroll tax 
threshold. Over time, the threshold went from $750 000 to $800 000, and then eventually to $850 000. That was 
a small step. It could have done more and should have done more—the threshold should have been higher. It could 
lead to, hopefully, one day in the future, completely eliminating this insidious tax and allowing the engine room 
of Western Australia’s economy—the business sector, particularly the small business sector—to prosper and grow 
and create more employment opportunities. It was only a small step. It was welcome, of course. Any small business 
falling in that range would have welcomed that opportunity to employ a few more people and grow a little more 
before they hit the payroll tax threshold. As I said, it was a good small first step. However, when this government 
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came to power, it reversed a lot of those payroll tax gains. In its first budget, it increased the rate of payroll tax for 
businesses with larger payrolls. The government termed it a temporary increase, but we will see how temporary it 
is in the future. It estimated that it would collect over $400 million in the three years of the forward estimates after 
the new levy came in. The increase was levied on bigger employers, but that is over $400 million, which could 
have been used to grow the business and create employment opportunities, but that was ripped out of employers’ 
pockets. It was couched as budget repair and all that sort of stuff, but unfortunately, as this government has proven 
in other areas, its only understanding of budget repair is to whack ordinary Western Australians with cost-of-living 
increases and more household fees and charges. In this case it whacked businesses that create employment 
opportunities and ultimately denied employment for a cohort of people who could otherwise have been given 
gainful employment by the businesses that were slugged by that tax increase. We will see whether it really is 
temporary, but it was a bad start. Very soon afterwards, the government introduced a $100 000 cap for the payroll 
tax exemption for trainees. Other members have spoken about that and I might address it in a minute. 
This bill seems a lot more benign than this government’s previous actions. It attempts to remove the existing 
exemption for trainees from the payroll tax system and replace it with a new employer incentive scheme, which 
will commence on 1 July 2019. In her contribution, the member for Vasse asked whether it was going to be a cash 
grab, or whether all the funds that would now be collected through payroll tax that were not being collected would 
be applied to the employer incentive scheme. I noticed that the Treasurer; Minister for Finance indicated that it 
would be revenue neutral and that the money—$100-odd million—would go into the new employer incentive 
scheme, and that is welcome. 
Given the fact that the Nationals WA are in this chamber, we have multi-partisan support for training. We want 
training to take place and for employers and employees to determine the best training that they can obtain. We 
indicate our support for that system of workforce training, be it apprenticeships or other types of training, by 
offering incentives to employers to undertake training for their staff. 
This amendment bill is far more benign than some of the other things that this government has done around payroll 
tax, but the proof will be in the pudding. We will see how this scheme works in practice. As other speakers have 
highlighted and the second reading speech outlined, this bill has some good things in it. It will allow smaller 
businesses that are not currently paying payroll tax to access the new employer incentive scheme, which is a good 
thing. That could have been done without the other changes taking place, but it is better to have one scheme than 
two schemes. I acknowledge that and think it is a good thing. Again, we will see how that works in practice, 
because smaller businesses often need to make larger sacrifices to send employees to training as they do not have 
the breadth of employees to share the workload around. However, small businesses recognise that without training, 
their employees will not get better, improve their skills or improve their productivity. The crux of improving 
training is to get far more engaged, happy, well-trained and more productive employees than before. I think that 
is a good thing. Some of the regional incentives are good, and the additional loadings for Aboriginal people, people 
with disabilities, and younger people are great and aspirational. 

However, a couple of things about the scheme are concerning. One of those, which has been highlighted by other 
speakers, is that it will be limited to new employees. Existing employees of an organisation will be cut off from 
accessing training, and their employer will not be able to access this new scheme. I think that is a really retrograde 
step, which flies in the face of what is happening in reality in employment and business across the globe. We are 
seeing ever more rapid change and disruption hitting many industries. I think most employers would like nothing 
better than to be able to offer existing employees the opportunity to retrain and re-skill to make themselves more 
employable in this ever-changing world. The whole job-for-life idea—that people will go to school, get an 
apprenticeship, a degree or a certificate and then get a job and stay there for life and then get the gold watch and 
superannuation at the end—is long gone. I think that is a good and positive thing. The flipside is that people need 
to maintain and enhance their skills. Anyone in any field requires cradle-to-grave training and improvement, 
whether they be professionals, office workers, tradespeople or the like. Limiting this scheme to new employees 
risks marginalising a lot of people who, with a little incentive and a little desire on their own part, could improve 
their skills and make themselves more productive in the future for their current employer or for their own personal 
development. I urge the government to look at that. 

The other problematic area is the salary cap of $100 000. It was introduced by the government a while ago and has 
been continued in this new incentive scheme. That is also a retrograde step, because today, in reality, a salary of 
$100 000 is not the salary of a rich or wealthy person. It is not a salary limited to only a small percentage of senior 
or executive management of a business. Many employees in that first category, who are worried about disruption 
and where they might fit in the future because their existing skills are quickly becoming redundant, would have 
salaries above the $100 000 threshold. The average full-time annual earnings are, I think, almost $80 000. I stand 
to be corrected, but it is certainly more than $70 000 and approaching $80 000. A salary of $100 000 is not a lot 
more than the average salary. There may well be people who come into an organisation at salary levels of $105 000, 
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$110 000 or $120 000 who could benefit from training, even if it is to convert their existing skills in an existing 
job or operation to those required for their position in the new enterprise. To cut them out and to use this arbitrary 
dollar limit is unfair, and will have some deleterious and negative consequences. It risks marginalising the people 
in the middle who have a little bit of experience and know-how but, because they are earning just over $100 000, 
get cut out of this incentive scheme. It would probably also add churn for employers if they wanted to take 
advantage of the incentive scheme. They would have to find new employees whose salary is under the $100 000 
threshold. Existing employees who want to change jobs and reskill a bit but are just over the $100 000 mark risk 
being marginalised by this scheme. I hope the government can see its way to amend this. 

The government has a perfect opportunity to iron out the kinks in this scheme, and in payroll tax generally. We 
are at a fortuitous time in Western Australia’s fiscal cycle. We have windfall iron ore royalties as well as continued 
growth in our royalty system, because our iron ore producers, in the main, are doing well and prices have also 
kicked up because of some unfortunate events across the world. It looks like prices will stabilise at a higher level 
than has been previously predicted, which brings in additional royalties. The federal Liberal–National government 
is also providing Western Australia with a fairer share of our GST revenue than we have had in the past. This is 
long overdue—well done to the federal Liberal–National government, but brickbats to all the governments that, 
for the last decade or more, have not seen the need to fix this anomaly that threatens the compact between 
Western Australia and the Federation of Australian states. I have spoken about that before, and I will not labour it 
again. We have the opportunity now, with the budget looking a lot better than it was, to effect some really serious 
change that will make a real and positive difference to Western Australians. It will help small business and create 
jobs. It will drive the engine of growth that will create real employment. It is a massive opportunity to do something 
about payroll tax. 

Interestingly, this government had no payroll tax policy coming into the 2017 election, but its first step after the 
election was to claw back another $400 million in payroll tax. This is now the opportunity to do something, and 
give it back. I know that the Treasurer, the Premier and other ministers love quoting the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry of Western Australia approvingly. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: This is what the CCI said a few weeks ago, in a media release on 23 April — 

Cutting payroll tax creates jobs, supports wages growth, will add hours for existing workers, supports 
small business, and because it benefits every WA industry evenly, will help diversify the economy. 

The CCI indicated in that same release that it is supported in its recommendation to government in a pre-budget 
submission to cut payroll tax by all the other peak industry groups. The media release continues — 

… including the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies, Chamber of Minerals and Energy WA, 
Property Council WA, the Regional Chambers of Commerce and Industry WA, Real Estate Institute 
of WA, Tourism Council WA and Western Roads Federation. 

All these groups understand the nexus between payroll tax and employment. Increasing payroll tax smashes 
employment; reducing payroll tax grows employment. This is supposedly the jobs government. The Premier 
walked around for months with a red book containing a plan for jobs, and what did he do when he came into 
office? He collected an extra $400 million-plus over a three-year period. When that piece of legislation was going 
through this place, I unfortunately was not here. As members know, I was grappling with an extraordinarily serious 
illness, but if I had been here I certainly would not have supported that bill. It was not the right thing to do. It was 
an attack on business at a time when it could least afford it. It was not only an attack on business; it was an attack 
on Western Australian workers, and on people who are not working but want to work. 

This is the opportunity now. The budget is being handed down on Thursday. Let us cut payroll tax. Let us fire up 
the engine of growth in the Western Australian economy—small, medium and large business—to create more 
employment, and put some real pages inside that red book that the Premier carried round that said “plan for jobs”. 
Having a book does not mean that the government has a plan. Increasing payroll tax indicates that the government 
does not have the least idea about what that does to employment in this state. It is time to incentivise business. 
Businesses are struggling. As other members have said, go down any main street, into any local or regional shopping 
centre, and talk to businesspeople. They are struggling; they are doing it really tough. Give them a break, and give 
the people who want to work in this state a break as well, and an opportunity to break into the employment market. 
With the changes the government made in 2017, Western Australia now has the highest payroll tax burden of any 
state. We used to laugh at South Australia and call it the “rust bucket” state and all that sort of stuff. The Marshall 
Liberal government in South Australia took a really radical approach to payroll tax. When it came to power, it 
increased the state’s payroll tax threshold from $600 000 to $1.5 million. Our threshold at the moment is $850 000. 
A business in South Australia can have almost double the payroll of a business in Western Australia without being 
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subject to any payroll tax. The press release I referred to earlier from the CCI pointed out that the South Australian 
government is very sensitive about GST redistribution, and that it takes a lot of our GST and uses it in its own 
state, rather than us using it here. According to this media release, the South Australian government stated — 

“Western Australia may have the capacity to cut business taxes like payroll tax leading to a relocation 
of head offices or other businesses”. 

South Australia saw that as a risk. It knew that the federal government had finally worked out that 
Western Australia was being dudded, and was going to help Western Australia get some GST back. What would 
happen then? It would mean that the Western Australian government, if it were smart, would cut payroll taxes so 
that businesses would relocate from South Australia to Western Australia. So South Australia increased its 
payroll tax threshold. South Australia decided that it could not fight that. It decided that the Western Australian 
government, if it were smart enough, would do it, so it set the bar at $1.5 million. That is a wonderful aspirational 
target for this state. We may not get to it in one step, but we need to take the first step to say to the Western Australian 
business community that at times when it is doing it tough, the government will stand beside them and help them 
maintain and grow their businesses and grow employment opportunities for young, middle-aged and older 
Western Australians. That is the opportunity this government has this week. It is in the government’s hands. It has 
extra GST. That is not a windfall. We are still not at 100 per cent, and we should not stop until we are at 100 per cent, 
but it is a lot more than we have had in the recent past. We have additional royalty flows coming in. 

We have a moribund economy. All the figures show that apart from our export sectors, our state’s internal sectors 
are struggling. Retail trade is going nowhere and in some cases seems to be going backwards. The hospitality 
sector is facing a lot of challenges. Hospitality is a seriously big employer. Each hospitality business may not 
employ a lot of people, but collectively those businesses employ hundreds of thousands of Western Australians. 
Give those businesses a break. Let them take a breath for a moment and unleash new job opportunities for 
Western Australians. The Treasurer; Minister for Finance has an unprecedented chance. I know that the budget 
book is probably closed, but the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and all the other 
organisations that signed off on the CCI’s pre-budget submission for this year have told him to do something 
meaningful for the state. The Treasurer should, if you like, put his money where his red book was before the 
election. If the government wants to plan for jobs, it will take more than just payroll tax. An absolute necessary 
precondition to firing up job opportunities for Western Australians is to start cutting payroll tax, not increase it, 
which is what the Treasurer did in his first budget. 
This payroll tax amendment bill, as I said, looks a lot more benign. I take the Treasurer at his word when he indicated 
very strongly that this is not a revenue grab and the money that will no longer be provided as a payroll tax exemption 
will be moved into the new employer incentive scheme. Broadly, we think that the scheme has a lot of positive 
aspects; we have highlighted some of the negatives. We will continue to watch this space, but if the government 
really wants to do something serious about supporting business in this state to create new job opportunities, it 
should take this unprecedented chance on Thursday in its budget to cut payroll tax for Western Australian business. 
MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.02 pm]: I rise to contribute to 
this debate on the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2019. The opposition supports some elements of this 
legislation, but as flagged by other members on this side of the chamber we do have some questions about the 
premise of this legislation and the anticipated industry priority areas for the employer incentive scheme that will 
come into effect in the very near future, on 1 July 2019, that we will flesh out at the consideration in detail stage. 

Firstly, I would like to put on the record some of the alarming statistics on training since this government came to 
power in March 2017. There have been some quite alarming issues with the commencement of trainees. 
Apprenticeships appear to be recovering a little, but they are coming off a very low base. The Department of 
Training and Workforce Development’s 2017 key enrolment statistics data shows that from 2016 to 2017 we have 
seen a decline of 3 059 apprenticeships and traineeships, which is 1 461 760 fewer student curriculum hours or 
a 16.9 per cent decline in the number of people in apprenticeships and traineeships in this state. We have also seen 
a decline in priority industry qualifications. These areas are prioritised; it is almost an incentive to try to get people 
to move into particular training areas where we know there are skill shortages. From 2016 to 2017, curriculum 
hours in those areas declined by 2.7 per cent and the number of enrolments in those areas declined by 10 per cent. 
It is really sad that the biggest change from 2016 to 2017 was in enrolments in the 19-and-under age group—our 
youth. The number of young people under the age of 19 years accessing training and apprenticeship opportunities 
dropped by 1 571 between 2016 and 2017. That data is quite concerning. 
One of the big changes that the government made in 2018 was to remove the payroll tax exemption for people 
currently employed in traineeships. I put to members in this place that that has had quite a significant impact on 
training and apprenticeships—particularly on training, I should say. I am quoting data from the Department of 
Training and Workforce Development’s website. The number of apprenticeships and trainees in the system at the 
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end of December 2017 was 17 012, comprising 6 972 women and 10 040 men. At the end of December 2018, after 
the changes to payroll tax exemptions, there was a drop of 3 492 individuals in training to 13 520, which is 
a 20.5 per cent decline overall. 
When we look at commencements, we see that the data looks a little sick. Overall, there were 14 692 commencements 
in the 12 months to the end of December 2017. At the end of December 2018, commencements were down to 
11 348 individuals, which is a 22.8 per cent decline. We have seen the metropolitan area bear the load, with 
a 27.9 per cent decline in traineeship commencements. I did say that the apprenticeship data has started to recover 
a little. Apprenticeship data shows an overall increase over that same period of six per cent across all areas, but 
that is coming from a low base. As I said, apprenticeship data showed a decline in the year before. We are still not 
back to where we need to be. 
The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia noticed that this was problem and put out a media release 
in September 2018 titled “Training in freefall and must be prioritised or WA risks skills shortage”, which states — 

… the National Centre for Vocational Educational Research highlights that the number of WA trainees 
and apprentices in-training continues to fall, down 7.4 per cent in the year to March 2018—more than 
six times the national change. 

I will explain to members how this data is presented. In September 2018, the report is in for the census to March 2018. 
There is enrolment data and a census date. The students who remain enrolled in their courses are counted as part 
of the figures and that data is released in September. In September 2018, reporting on commencements up 
to March shows that we were down 3.2 per cent in apprenticeship and trainee commencements. Completions were 
also down by 4.2 per cent. The number of people completing their courses is also in freefall. The number of existing 
worker commencements has suffered the biggest hit, as we would expect. The existing workers are the ones 
currently employed who were trying to avail themselves of further training as a result of redundancy arrangements 
within companies; avail themselves to make the most of promotional opportunities within the firm; or avail 
themselves while employed, to suit the needs of the business that employs them. A significant proportion of people 
who take up training do so at the behest of their employer, which sees a gap in their skills. Once that gap in the 
skill set is plugged, it can help complement the employee’s contribution to the business and, indeed, help the 
business to develop and become more efficient. 
As we would expect, the number of commencements suffered the biggest hit. This coincides, obviously, with the 
removal of the payroll tax exemption for existing trainees. That declined by 24 per cent in March on a year-on-year 
basis. We are talking about the impact of government policy decisions on the take-up of training in this state, and 
the data does not lie. Western Australia is bucking the trend across the country, and that is another concerning 
component to this. Yes, sometimes these figures can be linked to economic cycles. However, the data in other 
states shows some stability in the figures for those in training commencements and completions; whereas, in 
Western Australia we are not seeing that stability. From 2015, there were, rounded up, 43 000 individuals in 
training. In 2018 the number is down to 31 400 people. That is a very significant drop in the number of people in 
training. That has had an impact across our TAFE sector, particularly in the private registered training organisation 
sector, not TAFE. We have seen a decline in those business numbers. We know there has been significant 
shrinkage in the number of businesses in Western Australia. We can see it in places like Osborne Park, in my 
electorate, where there is a high vacancy rate for many of those lettable businesses. We know all those businesses 
required training for their employees by the RTOs and for businesses that have gone broke, things cannot be 
helped. The businesses that remain and that need to change their business model need to access training to keep 
their people employed. The incentive to keep them in training was the payroll tax exemption. In 2015, 
commencements from the National Centre for Vocational Education Research data shows 27 600; in 2018 it is 
down to 18 000; and from 2017, it is 19 600. We have problems with the uptake of training in the state. In 2015, 
there were 16 300 completions in the 12 months to the end of June. In the 12 months to the end of June 2018, there 
were 12 200 completions. This will have an impact as we move along because businesses that will be looking to 
employ people will not be able to find the skilled people they need to take up positions to expand their business 
and to contribute to the economy of Western Australia. 

I must concur with the member for Hillarys’ assessment of payroll tax. As a small business owner, it is a tax 
I particularly hate paying. It is a tax on wages and superannuation. I will always view wages and super as a package 
for my employees but many business owners feel as though superannuation pays for the savings of their employees 
who are not prudent enough to save for themselves. They see payroll tax levied on top of the wages and 
superannuation bill to be a further impost on an incentive to employ anybody. Once we get through this economic 
slump, businesses will be looking to expand. The real, if you like, kick in the guts for business owners is the 
grouping provisions here in Western Australia. When businesses expand, as my family business did with a new 
store, for the first two years, with three full-time employees, two-part timers and a couple of casuals, that shop 
may not even make a profit because the owners are trying to build up the business and everything is going into it 
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and it is highly leveraged. However, because of the grouping provisions, the owners pay payroll tax, so they pay 
payroll tax on a business that is not even making money. That was something I always saw as a failing in the 
system. It is something to consider for the future: maybe a moratorium on paying payroll tax for business expansion 
for small-to-medium business owners to allow them a bit of breathing space and to impose payroll tax when they 
are making a profit and can afford to pay it. Nothing sticks in our craw more as business owners than having to 
pay tax to a state government for employing people when we are not even paying tax ourselves because we are not 
making money. That is a really tough issue for small business owners. It is something I accept that we did not 
correct when in government, but it is something for the government to consider given the GST windfall it will receive 
as a result of the sterling efforts of our Western Australian federal members and the Prime Minister, Scott Morrison. 
A GST windfall like no other has come through and there is an opportunity for the government to provide 
a springboard for a business-led recovery in this state. That springboard is exactly what the member for Hillarys 
was talking about. We need to provide a buffer for payroll tax to allow businesses to expand freely. 

I give an example of what payroll tax means for small business owners such as my small family business. The payroll 
tax I pay could employ four juniors full-time. I would rather employ four kids than pay tax to the government. 
That is just how we feel when we are in business. However, I understand that governments need a revenue source. 
When tax hits the small-to-medium business sector and all we are trying to do is be successful and expand and 
employ more people so that we can be involved with more families and expand our footprint, paying payroll tax 
before we even make a profit is not only unhelpful; it is detrimental to the survival of the business. 

I asked the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia what its thoughts were on this legislation 
and it said it had been consulted, so well done Treasurer. It had been consulted, unlike our small charter vehicle 
and regional taxi operators who have not been consulted on changes to their industry and the on-demand transport 
sector and, as we speak, are suffering the consequences of that lack of consultation. I appreciate that the Treasurer 
has been diligent in consulting with the appropriate people in putting this package together. In its pre-budget 
submission, the CCI had some recommendations for the government. I guess we will wait for the budget to see 
whether any have been taken up. One of them was — 

… raise the payroll tax threshold by $100,000 to create Western Australian jobs, boost wages growth and 
diversify the economy. 

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry is on the same page as the opposition and states further — 

Changes to the GST distribution, WA’s persistently high unemployment and the need to diverse the 
economy have made this case stronger than ever before. 

With record royalty and GST revenues coming in, there is an opportunity to provide a springboard for business to 
assist in the recovery of the state.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Recommendation 8 reads —  

The State Government should review the design of the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund 
to ensure it does not impose excessive costs on industry and is subject to strong regulatory oversight, 
transparency and governance.  

I agree with that. Last year, the government expanded the BCTIF’s remit to include the construction component 
of the mining sector. As we know, the mining sector is huge and it had been getting a free run to the point at which 
the construction industry would pay the levy and train the tradespeople but when the mining industry ramped up, 
it would suck all the people with skills into higher paid jobs for short-term periods with construction ramp-ups 
et cetera. The other side of that is that when construction workers who are employed in the mining sector come 
back, they come back with a completely different skill set. Often they come back with occupational workplace 
safety training, which puts them on a completely different foothold when they return to work on construction sites. 
Although the mining sector does not contribute to the training of people in the construction industry, in taking on 
those tradespeople it does value-add with its own in-house training. We know that that occurs in the interests of 
workplace safety, the efficiency of mine sites and all those sorts of things. It is a balancing act between the various 
different sectors, but now that so much more money will go into the BCITF, it is really important that we beef up 
its governance structure. Indeed, that is what I had to do with the road trauma trust account when I came to the 
portfolio in 2012. We increased the value of the fund by placing 100 per cent of speed camera infringements into 
the fund, but we needed a complete beefing up of the Office of Road Safety, which we rebadged the Road Safety 
Commission, because having gone from a $14 million road safety education budget a year to over $100 million 
a year, a different skill set was needed to manage the value of that fund. I do not think the BCITF will experience 
such an extreme expansion; however, it is important that we make sure that with increased value and activity in 
the fund, the funds are spent appropriately to train people in the trades that are essential to our economy.  
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The CCI’s pre-budget submission alludes to uncertainty about the level of commonwealth and state government 
financial contribution to the vocational education and training sector. It states that employers in Western Australia 
have been subjected to 18 months of uncertainty following the state government’s removal of about $20 million 
worth of payroll tax exemptions without a finalised scheme to replace it and its delay in nailing the national 
partnership agreement for training with the commonwealth. The alternative to replace the payroll exemption was 
held over until the national partnership agreement and skilling Australia agreement had been finalised. In the 
interim, employers were left dangling and wondering what would be next and where the government’s contribution 
to training was. The CCI is concerned about the scheme’s fixed budget and wants to ensure certainty for employers. 
With a fixed budget of $40 million, the CCI is concerned that the program could become oversubscribed. 
Obviously governments have limited budgets for particular schemes and when they become oversubscribed, 
changes to the scheme’s parameters come into play. The really important thing for employers is that training 
programs could be six or 12 months, two years or even three years in duration. If changes are made to the 
scheme to fit the budget, it is important that they are not retrospective, that there is plenty of consultation with 
industry and a big lead-up time to communicate with industry so that businesses have certainty about the 
continued affordability of keeping their employee in training and continuing the development of that individual. 
The CCI submission also suggests —  

To avoid discouraging employers who are close to the payroll threshold, the EIS should be modified to 
include top-up payments to businesses seeking to engage an apprentice in circumstances where the marginal 
benefit of the payroll tax exemption is less than 50 per cent of the value of the EIS, with the top-up 
payments being capped at business size appropriately aligned to the EIS’s objective.  

I think that is a very good suggestion. I draw members back to my earlier example and the expansion of my family 
retail business. To have a moratorium on paying the payroll tax or to continue to receive an incentive for the 
employee in training when a business just reaches that threshold, employers factor into their business plan that 
they are going to continue to receive that incentive. Sometimes businesses cannot help but be successful, but when 
they reach the threshold point at which success means that they have to pay more, there needs to be a bit of 
flexibility to assist businesses in transitioning to new arrangements in those circumstances. The CCI suggested —  

Broadening the EIS to existing workers and putting in place mechanisms to remove the disincentive trap 
as outlined above will ensure that the EIS will be adequately structured to facilitate employer’s 
engagement with the VET system as WA economy continues its recovery. 

The CCI has made some pretty good suggestions. I am sure that the Treasurer has received those suggestions and 
is taking them on board. I would like to hear from the Treasurer during his summing up or in consideration in 
detail how the EIS will work, which priority occupations are likely to be targeted and how the EIS will be managed. 
Will it be a level playing field so that all employers can access the EIS? We would not want a screening process 
that excludes one sector or particular employers. Obviously, there needs a screening program if employers are 
unconscionable. It is one of the important areas.  

One other point I will touch on is that when the payroll tax exemption for existing trainees was removed last year, 
the evidence of misuse or abuse of the payroll tax exemption was never clearly articulated. I was a former training 
minister and I am not naive; I knew that people were misusing the system. The Department of Training and 
Workforce Development scrupulously began looking at training programs that companies were taking on because 
some of them looked a bit flaky and it became a lot more rigorous in its assessment of traineeships that were being 
used to justify the payroll tax exemption. The stories were there. However, as minister, I was never provided with 
any evidence of the reported abuse of the system. I was given anecdotal stories of CEOs of large companies being 
in training for efficiency improvement, change management or whatever it might be and receiving a payroll tax 
exemption, but it was never articulated in granular form, if you like, at the time. I am not sure whether the Treasurer 
has data on the types of training programs and traineeships that are considered bogus or disingenuous or indeed 
rort the system. I acknowledge that it was happening and that something needed to be done about it either 
legislatively or within the administrative framework of the department, which is where we tried to address it when 
we were in government.  

Every time we bring legislation into this place, there are unintended consequences. The unintended consequence 
of the removal of the payroll tax exemption has been a freefall in the uptake of traineeships in this state. That is 
very dangerous, in my view. We need a trained and skilled workforce if we are going to rebound from the economic 
circumstances that the state finds itself in. Today we need to be training individuals in a business-led model, not 
a government-led model. Businesses know the skill sets that they need. Businesses know the areas that have skills 
shortages. We will need a business-led recovery. In the various states that have found themselves in the economic 
circumstances that this state is in, generally the private sector, individual companies and businesses led the 
recovery and started to look at ways to be relevant in a changing economy, and that is when innovation in 
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businesses started to happen and people developed niche companies and markets, for example. That is the 
challenge. I am not sure that there will be an answer from government or anyone about the challenges in the retail 
sector that are very much front and centre in my family business at the moment. Having been a retailer since 1992, 
and having a business run under management at the moment, this is the worst I have ever seen the retail sector—
ever. Everybody is feeling the pinch. Western Australia is doing far worse than any other state, but the retail sector 
in every state of Australia is feeling the pinch. It is not necessarily about online sales, as they are not filling the 
gap for the drop in in-store purchases. The problems are fees and charges, mortgage stress and the fact that people 
do not have $50 spare each week for a discretionary spend. Money is being swallowed up for survival, and until 
household fees and charges and the problems that households are facing in meeting their bills are corrected, we 
will not see a recovery in the retail sector. It is a very worrying time for many businesses. I know there is and there 
will continue to be a massive contraction in the retail sector, which is very worrying. It is a big employer, of young 
people in particular, and this trend needs to be corrected.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Minister for Finance) [5.32 pm] — in reply: I want to thank all members 
of the Liberal and National Parties for their contributions tonight, and also thank them for their support for the 
Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2019. Tonight members have fairly well ventilated what the bill does. 
It is seven clauses long, it is not the most complicated bill that we have had to deal with, and it is stage 2 of a long 
period of reform. There is no question that the funding of training in Western Australia—stage 1 has already been 
completed and this is stage 2, which, to be honest, is probably the more significant part of funding training—has 
been significant in Western Australia. It puts us on a more equal footing with other states in how they fund their 
training positions and who is eligible. This is perhaps one of the biggest changes.  

I want to make one point. This is, of course, as the members for Bateman and Warren–Blackwood and the Leader of 
the Opposition pointed out, really caught up in a commonwealth–state national partnership, and the commonwealth 
has accepted these reforms as a key part of how we intend to contribute to our training requirements. The members 
for Vasse and Hillarys put the question to me across the chamber about whether the savings, if you like, from these 
changes in both stage 1 and 2 will be used in training. That is the requirement under the national partnership 
agreement. Whether or not I want to, or whether the members had any suspicions about me, I assure them that the 
commonwealth will have a keen eye on exactly how the money will be spent. That is in the terms and conditions 
of the national partnership agreement.  

I want to quickly deal with a couple of things before I go through a few more issues. To answer the member for 
Hillarys, the $100 000 cap is being removed and we are dealing with that. I think the member for Scarborough 
raised the issue, and we have accepted the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia top-up, which 
is part of the scheme as well. To its credit, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry engaged very well with the 
government about how to work this up. I am very pleased that a lot of members, if not all members, made the point 
that when they spoke to various representatives—whether that be the Chamber of Commerce and Industry or others, 
because there are a lot around with interest in this space—there was general support for the employer incentive 
scheme. I want to put on the record that the many organisations that provided face-to-face feedback to the government 
were the Apprentice Employment Network WA, Australian Apprenticeships Support Network providers, the 
Australian Council for Private Education and Training, the Australian Industry Group, the Business Council of 
Australia, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, the Chamber of Minerals and Energy WA, 
the Civil Contractors Federation, the commonwealth Department of Education and Training, the Construction Training 
Fund, group training organisations, the Housing Industry Association, industry training councils, the Master Builders 
Association of WA, the Regional Chambers of Commerce and Industry WA, the Small Business Development 
Corporation, the State Training Board, TAFE colleges and Unions WA. As members can see, a lot of effort went 
in at that front end to ensure that people had the opportunity to provide their views on the scheme. That is probably 
why I am hearing tonight from members that generally there is support from the organisations that they have 
spoken with. Specifically, we worked quite closely with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry on the issue that 
employers of apprentices above the payroll tax threshold may receive a smaller payroll tax benefit than the EIS, 
so we have provided for a top-up payment. At the completion of the apprenticeship, the employer gets the 
opportunity for a top-up payment so that they are not effectively penalised. That is an important issue that was 
raised. The advantage of consultation when we do these things is that we find out how things can be improved.  

I will try to go through some—hopefully all—of the issues raised by members tonight. Obviously, in my view, almost 
every organisation that we consulted, if not all of them, like the employer incentive scheme because it has a number 
of benefits compared with the current training funding mechanism. It obviously provides an efficient way to provide 
support for training for small businesses below the payroll tax threshold. If 92 per cent of businesses do not pay 
payroll tax, that means we are opening up a lot of businesses to the opportunity for training and support. The scheme 
also allows better targeting. I note the comments of the member for Warren–Blackwood—maybe another member 
made that point—that it provides the opportunity to better target how we provide our support. For example, the state 
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priority list is an area of loading, as a regional Western Australian, as the member for Vasse specifically highlighted. 
It gives us, as a government or an economy, an opportunity to put in extra weighting for training to increase that 
support. There are basically disadvantaged groups and priority occupations in regions. I will put those groups on the 
record as this was raised a fair bit, so I will give a bit of detail around this. There is a 10 per cent loading for either 
regional Western Australians or those on the state priority occupation list. I think the member for Nedlands might 
have raised the issue about the particular industry groups. Obviously, the state priority occupation list gives us that 
opportunity, which then attracts that 10 per cent loading. There is a 10 per cent loading for identified equity groups—
for example, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. Interestingly, despite their population, they make up 
only around 2.6 per cent of apprentices, but—I think we know this—Aboriginal people are very well trained and 
comprise nearly nine per cent of trainees in Western Australia. People with a disability will also get a 10 per cent 
loading. A 20 per cent loading will apply to regional apprentices and trainees in the north. The member for 
Warren–Blackwood raised this: it recognises the additional costs associated with living in the northern regions—
that is, the Gascoyne, the Pilbara and the Kimberley. A 50 per cent commencement loading will apply to 
apprentices aged 21 to 30 years. This was again identified through the consultation process.  

As raised tonight and in this place before, we are keen to do what we can around the issue of youth unemployment. 
Youth unemployment data is up to 25; we are extending this to 30. I will explain that in a minute. Historically, 
youth unemployment data is infuriatingly contradictory. For example, it will rise in particular areas of Australia 
for various reasons, even in areas that are going through quite strong economic growth. That does not naturally 
follow the economic cycle of a particular state or city. It is obviously influenced by other factors as well. I will 
explain the reason we have gone through to 30 in respect of that loading. Through stakeholder consultations, it 
was identified that the higher wages of adult apprentices is actually a barrier. On average, it is about $200 a week 
more expensive, if you like, for older apprentices. We want to provide that loading to provide incentive to keep 
people on. That is effectively about $1 700 extra to offset the impact of adult wages in that first year. I think it is 
a good thing to do, bearing in mind the groups that we are trying to get into training.  

The member for Bateman made the point that a lot of the debate around “why?” effectively took place during 
debate on the first stage. I want to put on the record a document that I cannot find! I think members will find this 
of some use. Before I do that, I want to confirm that new workers or trainees earning over $100 000 will be eligible 
for the employer incentive scheme. We have lifted that cap. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: You have removed it?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It will be, yes. We have removed that cap. There is no link between wages and the value of an 
incentive any more.  

Mr D.C. Nalder: I did not know that.  

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I did not either.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It does not stand out in the seven clauses of the bill because it effectively deletes and inserts. 
I want to make sure that members are aware of that.  

I cannot find the document I was looking for. I will find it in due course. I will provide some examples around the 
question “why?” during consideration in detail. People ask, “What is the evidence?” Obviously I cannot give 
evidence of those corporations because I am not told who is doing it; I am provided with examples. The member 
for Scarborough raised the point as a former training minister, as did the member for Warren–Blackwood, that 
these issues have been around for some time. As was recognised by the Leader of the Opposition, it is important 
that they are dealt with. Members have seen that it has had success. There has been an impact on firms above the 
payroll tax threshold under the old scheme. There is no doubt that there have been declines. A few members have 
gone through the numbers, which I think were commonwealth sourced. The numbers might be different but they 
tell the same story. There have been changes. When the member for Warren–Blackwood was the minister in 2015, 
he made some changes to try to deal with the cost, if you like, of the training subsidy rates. There have been some 
significant declines since 2015, both above and below the payroll tax threshold and in respect of both apprentices and 
trainees. Unsurprisingly, it was probably influenced by the state of the economy, which of course drives these things.  

The Leader of the Opposition raised an interesting point about how, even during the boom, there were significant 
numbers of people in training or apprentices dropping out a year into their apprenticeship or halfway through their 
training program because the wage differential expands; that is, they did not need to train, they could go off and 
get a job and earn quite a high income. There was a significant increase in the number of people pulling out of 
courses or apprenticeships on the way through. As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, because of the nature 
of our economy—going through the particular super cycle we went through—it has had those impacts. There is 
no doubt that the declines were driven by the economy. When we made the changes around the automatic payroll 
tax exemption, in my view a significant number of people were training for no good purpose for their own business; 
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they stopped spending money on doing so. I liked the story told by the member for Warren–Blackwood. I expect 
that legitimate training will continue because, as everyone has said tonight in this place, there is always value to 
a business in training employees.  
I am going to try to deal with some of these points while I have the time. It might make consideration in detail 
more efficient. A question was raised by the member for Nedlands around employers’ eligibility. Employers 
eligible for the employee incentive scheme include private employers, group training organisations, government 
trading enterprises, local government and—this is a new one—not-for-profit organisations. They now get support 
as well. Employers with assessable wages below the payroll tax threshold are eligible for the employer incentive 
scheme for apprentices and trainees. That is important. As I said, 92 per cent of businesses do not pay payroll tax. 
That opens up the vast majority of businesses. Of the 92 per cent that do not pay payroll tax, the majority do not 
have another employee. We know we are opening up a group of businesses that now can take advantage of this.  
Employers that pay payroll tax are eligible for the scheme for trainees and a top-up payment for apprentices if the 
exemption is of a lower value than the incentive payment. That is the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia issue that we are resolving. Group training organisations and not-for-profit organisations are 
eligible for the scheme regardless of their payroll tax assessment status. Employers who fall in and out of payroll 
tax liability over the term of an apprenticeship or traineeship are eligible for a pro rata incentive payment for any 
period that they are ineligible for the payroll tax exemption, subject to achieving relevant milestones. That deals 
with that issue that a few members raised. It is a fairly broad group. The vast majority of employers of course will 
be able to do so.  
I outlined the loading issue for the member for Nedlands and a few others. I have dealt with that, hopefully, to 
their satisfaction. I have also therefore dealt with the Leader of the Opposition. He made some interesting points 
about the impact on people when the economy is superheated and what that does in respect of having an impact 
on reducing completions of training and apprenticeships. Not having completed those skills leaves people 
vulnerable at the end when the economy comes off.  
As the Leader of the Opposition quite correctly pointed out, this is a partnership with the commonwealth 
government. Under the National Partnership on the Skilling Australians Fund, Western Australia is required to 
match the commonwealth’s funding. Points were well made about the bureaucracy built around this. We have tried 
to make this as limited as possible. Member for Hillarys, that is why we are creating one scheme as opposed to 
two that just create extra work and frustration.  
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I agree with that.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: I know. Otherwise it just becomes more of a complaint point than something that people take 
advantage of.  
A number of members mentioned the eligibility of existing worker trainees. This was again raised, unsurprisingly, 
during the consultation period. The state’s bilateral agreement with the commonwealth excludes existing workers 
except for a small number in allied health with social assistance qualifications. We will be supporting employers 
to upskill their existing staff through a new enterprise training program. That will be piloted by the Department of 
Training and Workforce Development in 2019. The enterprise training program is one of our projects that has 
$9 million set aside. We will pilot that, get some feedback, and see how that goes, because I accept the comments 
made by members that existing employees also need the opportunity for training where relevant. 
It is fair to say that I agree with the comments made by a number of members about their views on payroll tax. 
I suspect that all members in this place would love to abolish payroll tax. Unfortunately, payroll tax is 40 per cent of 
the tax take of the Western Australia government. It is a similar story that is repeated by every Treasurer in the nation. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: That is similar to what I said before. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, I am just noting that. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: They are all in the same boat. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Everybody is in the same boat, but 40 per cent of our state’s taxes are payroll tax. I understand 
the points that have been raised about that. 
Interestingly, the member for Scarborough raised the issue of significant shrinkage of businesses in WA. The 
number of small businesses is actually increasing; they are not increasing at a dramatic rate, but they are increasing. 
According to data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, as at 3 June 2017, there were 221 837 businesses. By 
30 June 2018, there were 224 270 businesses—an increase of nearly 2 500. It is not a huge increase in percentages, 
and I suspect the economic times are behind that, but it highlights that the number of businesses have been 
increasing in Western Australia despite the fact that we also have had personal and corporate insolvency actions 
along the way. 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey: I was talking specifically about retail. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think everyone has a story. The member for Bateman had his story. For a long time now 
I have been surprised by the number of commercial vacancies in Subiaco. That will change over time with 
population and economic growth. 

I think I have covered off on all the specific issues raised by members tonight, but if not, certainly when we go 
into the consideration of detail stage, I will endeavour to provide as much information as I can. 

I want to make one point, about which I had a quick exchange with the Leader of the Opposition. I will try to 
answer as much as I can on issues around the constructs that are more in the space of the Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development, but I will have support and advice from knowledgeable public servants who will be able 
to help me if there are specific questions on that. This is the second part of a two-stage reform that I think is a good 
reform. It is a significant training reform—there is no question about that. It brings us more in line with how 
training and apprenticeships are funded in other states in Australia. It has been accepted by the commonwealth as 
part of our national partnership agreement, and the commonwealth understands what we are trying to achieve. 
Importantly, it now opens up the support from both the state and federal government to a whole suite of businesses 
that previously did not have the opportunity of that support—in this case, from the national partnership 
agreement—for the training of their workforce through both traditional training and apprenticeships. I thank all 
members for their contributions tonight. I am delighted that the legislation is being supported, and I think the 
debate has highlighted very accurately and concisely the reasons that this bill is being supported by both the Liberal 
and National parties. With that, I look forward to the next part of the debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Thank you. With the commencement date, I tried to find some element about what “sections 1 
and 2” are. I would like an understanding of the difference and why some clauses will come into effect the moment 
this bill receives royal assent and the rest of the bill will come into effect on 1 July 2019. I would like an 
explanation of what “sections 1 and 2” represent, and why they will come into effect immediately upon royal 
assent and the rest of the bill will come into effect on 1 July 2019. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I suspect a range of lawyers could tell us the history of this, member. Clauses 1 and 2 effectively 
confirm that when a bill receives royal assent, it will come into effect at that point, but with the operative parts of 
the bill—that is, from clause 3 on—that actually do what we are trying to do, we are being specific about the date. 
We are saying that even though the bill comes into effect upon royal assent, the operative parts of it do not come 
into effect until 1 July, which means that moneys cannot flow as a result of this legislation until that date. I suspect 
that all sorts of constitutional lawyers could give us the background of why they split it that way. I suspect that if 
we did not have a specific date, if we did not have “the rest of the Act — on 1 July 2019”, the operative part would 
come into play upon royal assent as well, so we need to specify, which is consistent with the national partnership. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The Treasurer just said “clauses 1 and 2” and yet the bill reads “sections 1 and 2”. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, “sections 1 and 2”. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: What are “sections 1 and 2”? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: They are the short title and the commencement. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: So they are clauses 1 and 2? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Are “sections 1 and 2” the same as “clauses 1 and 2”? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, they are the same. When this bill passes, they will be sections. They refer to sections 
within it, but within the bill itself, they are obviously clauses. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I want to share what I have interpreted, just to make sure I have it right. Effectively, once the 
bill is given royal assent, the act exists, but operationally, all the detail around the bill really comes into play only 
from 1 July 2019. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, bang on. Perfect. The member explained it much more succinctly than I did. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 41D amended — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Again, I had the benefit of having access to the explanatory memorandum, but I will admit 
my shortcomings in that I did not go back over the old act and try to read through to interpret it, so I am just 
trying to seek an understanding. Clause 4(1) deletes the definitions of “group member”, “initial employer” and 
“nominal period” in section 41D(1). I was trying to understand the ramifications of that clause, why they will be 
deleted and what that means. When I read through the explanatory memorandum, I struggled to have a basic 
understanding of what is being removed and why. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The definitions of “group member”, “initial employer” and “nominal period” relate to the 
current exemption for existing and new trainees. With these changes, they will become redundant, so we are pulling 
them out of the act, because they will no longer be relevant. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Can I just understand why? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Because we are creating an employer incentive scheme to replace the scheme that currently 
exists under the act. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The intended scheme sits under the act, so in the way this is applied, those things are under that? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Correct; it will be caught under the Vocational Education and Training Act 1996. Those terms 
will therefore become redundant. We are just cleaning them up so that they do not stay there. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Before the break we were talking about the amendment of section 41D and the deletion of 
the definitions of “group member”, “initial employer” and “nominal period”. The Treasurer mentioned that they 
will be removed because the incentive scheme will sit separate from the legislation. In dealing with this legislation, 
we have been acting on good faith. We are supporting the bill based on what we have been told. I really want to 
understand what the structure will be and how it will work. Will it be done through regulations? When will there 
be a clear and concise explanation so we can understand the impacts the Treasurer talked about removing and how 
that will apply to the process as the incentive scheme moving forward? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. The revenue from the state and the commonwealth is already 
effectively in the budget, as well as the expense. We will bring that to book and it can be seen in and out. 
Section 9(2)(e) of the Vocational Education and Training Act 1996 provides the Minister for Education and Training 
with the funds. That is effectively what this does. It will provide the minister with the funds for those training 
related purposes. It is designed pursuant to the four-year national partnership with the commonwealth, which has 
annual reporting requirements and milestones. Compared with the previous system, even though it is giving less 
money, the commonwealth has more stipulations. Even if we wanted to, the commonwealth would not allow us 
to, because we have to report to it. The member said “good faith” and he is kind of right in that we are bound by 
the national partnership with the commonwealth. We cannot escape that because that has been signed. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I want to articulate this succinctly. Essentially, in the past, companies have had exemptions 
from payroll tax. It has been a discount from a company’s payroll tax. In this system everybody will pay the payroll 
tax, but there will be incentive payments for training that will be funded from this pool. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: And apprentices. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: It is for training new employees and apprentices. I assume that the funding pool will not be 
exhaustive. There may be overs and unders. It will depend on the number of employees that employers put through. 
Can I confirm that there will not be a cap on the number of staff or apprentices who can be trained—not by an 
individual organisation, but generally? I assume that if we have 20 per cent more — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: If there is a surge in training applications. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: That is because if the economy gets going, we will see a surge. I assume that the budget is not 
finite and will be flexible and based on what is happening in the economy and in business. I want to confirm that. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There will be no change to how we currently do things. The member is right. As he said, there 
will be overs and unders. There is a budget allocation, but if in one year there is an underspend, there might be 
an overspend in the next year’s budget, which will accommodate that accordingly. We have factored it out on 
a four-year basis. At this point we are assuming there will be five per cent growth each year, but that may change. 
Hopefully it will not be three per cent. Hopefully it will be five per cent, but it may be seven per cent in a couple 
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of years. There will be no change in how that will be dealt with from budget to budget from how it was dealt with 
under the member’s government and, I suspect, under the Gallop and Carpenter governments. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Clause 4(2) states — 

Delete section 41D(3) to (6) and insert: 
(3) An exemption under subsection (2) does not apply to wages paid or payable to or in relation to 

an employee under a registered training contract that is suspended under the VET Act for the 
period of the suspension. 

How will those suspensions of registered training contracts under the Vocational Education and Training Act come 
about? What will the application of that be? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It accounts for scenarios in which an apprentice will say, for example, “It’s a four-year 
apprenticeship; I’m going to take a gap year”, or if they are sick for a year. It allows for the period in which they 
are not actually undertaking their training to be suspended, but when they come back it continues. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5: Schedule 1 clause 15 amended — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: This deletes the definitions of “apprentice” and “existing training contract” under clause 5(1). 
Is that similar to the principle we saw in clause 4—it is because it is covered by the underlying incentive scheme? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Correct, and creating the scheme. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Just on the subclause (2) element—I am just jumping straight in and having a little conversation 
here; sorry, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney). 
The ACTING SPEAKER: It is Hansard you have to apologise to. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, I apologise to Hansard. 
Subclause (2) states — 

In Schedule 1 clause 15 in the definition of commencement day delete “operation;” and insert: 
operation. 

Pardon me if I am reading this totally incorrectly, but I just want to understand whether the Minister for Finance 
is having a lend of me or trying to catch me out for not reading the clauses, or whether the minister is genuinely 
removing the word “operation” and inserting the word “operation”! I would really appreciate understanding that. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a very, very good question! I cannot even lawyer my way out of that one. The member 
will see that in the deletion of “operation;” there is a semicolon and it is being replaced with a full stop, so the 
sentence comes to an end, as opposed to continuing on. But that is a good question! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I did not see that! I did not pick it up; I can see it now. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The fate of the world might depend on a semicolon! 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Correct! 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 6: Schedule 1 clause 16 deleted — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I read the explanatory memorandum and I just want to make sure I have the interpretation 
correct. It states — 

Clause 16 preserves the exemption for the remaining term of a training contract lodged with the 
Department of Training and Workforce Development prior to 1 December 2017 for existing employees, 
provided the employee’s ordinary annual wages do not exceed $100,000 and the contract has not 
exceeded the nominal period. 

I am trying to understand what the ramifications are. I am interpreting that to mean that it is being deleted, yet 
I assume that that clause was all about an amendment from the last time we were here, which was that if there is 
existing training in place, it will preserve those entitlements. If it is not deleted going forward, is that because it is 
being covered by the new incentive scheme? I am just trying to understand the ramifications of this clause. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is correct. This ensures that the contracts entered into prior to 1 December 2017 will be 
honoured, because they are still in the process of proceeding. They are captured by the Interpretation Act, which 
will require them to continue because they were entered into under legislation, but the deletion will effectively 
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ensure that once those contracts are completed, the new system will start, so they cannot enter into another one 
under the old regime. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I just want to confirm: how does it work that if we delete it out of the legislation, the benefit 
that they have committed to already will still exist? What is the basis on which this benefit is preserved if it is being 
removed from the legislation? I just do not understand the mechanics of how that works legally if we are removing it 
from the legislation. Bear in mind that we said at the outset that clauses 1 and 2 will come into effect upon royal 
assent, but the rest of the legislation will come into effect on 1 July. If it is being deleted and removed altogether, 
what are the mechanics by which they are protected? I cannot understand the basis on which they are protected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Interpretation Act—hopefully someone who is listening will be able to find the section—
ensures that there is no retrospective application. Even though the operative provisions start on 1 July 2019, it is 
not retrospective, so the contracts that were signed under law will continue to proceed, but that is where they 
cease—at the end of those contracts. The deletion of clause 16 does not affect the exemption available for wages 
paid or payable before 1 July 2019 for training contracts lodged with the department. That is because it takes effect 
only on 1 July. For all the contracts entered into prior to 1 December 2017, the terms and conditions exist and will 
continue until the expiry of those contracts, regardless of the passage of this legislation, because under the 
Interpretation Act, unless we specifically make something retrospective, it will not be retrospective. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Again, pardon my ignorance on this, but I am just trying to understand. I understand the 
intent of not wanting it to be retrospective, but is the minister talking about a retrospective act or something? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, for an act to apply retrospectively, it has to specifically state that; otherwise no legislation 
will apply retrospectively. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Is that a standard somewhere? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Under the Interpretation Act, yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is in the Interpretation Act? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Correct. So we are still caught by the Interpretation Act. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: So that is standard practice for any legislation we do? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Anything; yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Under the Interpretation Act, we cannot retrospectively apply new legislation for contracts 
that were established under — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Correct. The only way we can apply something retrospectively in this place is if we specifically 
state it in the legislation; otherwise it won’t apply. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Okay. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 7 put and passed. 

Title put and passed.  
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Minister for Finance) [7.19 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [7.20 pm]: I thank the Minister for Finance for explaining some of the elements 
of the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2019. I appreciate the information he provided on some of the 
issues that we raised during the second reading debate. I could not understand the practical application of removing 
training exemptions for employees earning over $100 000. That is the right decision by the government, because 
there is genuine training for employees of certain industries in Western Australia, where a lot of workers 
generating income in excess of $100 000 per annum could require intensive and important occupational health and 
safety training. I see no reason why those organisations should not be able to access the same incentive scheme as 
other organisations. I applaud the government for listening to that through the consultation process. 

The only other issue I will touch on is something that I still think we as members of Parliament and the government 
should consider. I understand the concerns that have been raised about how the old exemption process was utilised, 
but where organisations are required to reskill large numbers of employees because of economic changes or 
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survival pressures within the organisation, there is still an onus on future governments to make sure that, wherever 
possible, they facilitate or support employers to retain their existing staff, and ensure they have the ability to reskill, 
and do not suffer a penalty relative to employing someone new. I see this as a small flaw within the system that 
has not been resolved in this process. 

Other than that, this is a pretty short and straightforward bill. With the benefit of hindsight we will gain more 
understanding of how it is applied. I am hopeful that it will provide benefits to many organisations and encourage 
further education or training. Given the current state of the Western Australia economy, we would like to see more 
confidence in the business sector to start employing people and training them. With that, as I said, the Liberal Party 
supports this bill and looks forward to seeing its passage through the remaining stages in the other house. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Minister for Finance) [7.22 pm] — in reply: I thank all members for their 
contributions to debate on the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill 2019. It was an interesting debate, 
highlighting the fact that this is a significant reform. I made the point in the second reading speech that it is the 
second stage of a reform that has taken 18 months to achieve. I will not read them all out again, but I read through 
the list of organisations with which we had face-to-face meetings in the consultation process—not just written 
submissions. That proved invaluable to the way that we formulated this legislation. Members appreciate that we 
did change and adapt in response to proposals from people, including, as members of the opposition identified, the 
$100 000 wage cap. Those arguments have been well ventilated and convincing, and hence our position on that. 
The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia obviously has a particular skill set on the previous 
payroll tax exemptions and benefits to employers, and about how some may be worse off under the new scenario. 
We reacted to that of with a top-up payment, and that came out of that period of consultation. I thank all those 
organisations for that consultation, because, ultimately, when these sorts of reforms are carried out, it is always 
better when they are thoroughly ventilated through organisations that deal with that area of reform on a daily basis. 

As I said, this legislation is also an important part of meeting our obligations under the national partnership and 
the Skilling Australia fund. As I said during consideration in detail, the previous national partnership expired some 
time ago, so stage 1 of this reform effectively funded the state government taking up the training costs, because 
the commonwealth was not in the field by way of financial contributions. We have now signed that national 
partnership with the commonwealth, which means that we have to get this legislation through the Parliament by 
30 June, so money can start flowing to the Minister for Education and Training, who is constructing the employer 
incentive scheme so that it can move forward. This is a good reform, because it allows a range of employers who 
previously have not had the opportunity for any state support in training apprentices to get that opportunity. 
Hopefully that will mean that, although we have seen declines in training and apprentice numbers since 2014, they 
will start to, at the very least, plateau and then continue to increase. 

Again I want to emphasise that this measure provides government with the capacity to provide loadings that 
prioritise particular skill sets. I made the point previously that we will have a 10 per cent loading for training in 
regional Western Australia, or those working in an area on the state priority occupation list. I think it might have 
been the Leader of the Opposition who made the point that when it was driven by the exemption process there was 
no government control, guidance or prioritisation. It was just driven from the other end, and that is why we saw 
a significant increase in the cost to the taxpayers of Western Australia, which prompted these changes. Importantly, 
there is also a 10 per cent loading for identified equity groups, being Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander people, 
or people with a disability; a 20 per cent loading for northern regional apprentices and trainees, recognising the 
additional costs in the Gascoyne, Pilbara and Kimberley regions; and a 50 per cent commencement loading for 
apprentices aged between 21 and 30. There are two reasons for this. We want more young people coming in and 
getting trained, but also, it was picked up during the stakeholder consultations that higher wages of adult apprentices 
was becoming a barrier, and we wanted to provide an incentive to reduce those barriers. The Australian Bureau of 
Statistics data about youth unemployment, for example, runs up to the age of 25, but this has been extended to 
take in those up to 30 years old, which is a sensible thing to do. The employer incentive scheme will be 
administered by the Department of Training and Workforce Development under the Vocational Education and 
Training Act 1996, and we will review it annually to see how it is going, and also to deal with issues that the 
member for Bateman raised about whether there is an over or underspend. 

I thank all members for the debate, and I thank the opposition for its support of this bill. It brings Western Australia 
more into line with the way other states and the commonwealth of Australia support training and apprenticeships 
around the nation, and puts us on a more sustainable footing. I thank the chamber for the debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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