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

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 6 December. 

HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [10.33 am]: The crossbench is pretty disappointed with the opposition 
on this payroll tax increase. At this stage, the Liberal Party has chosen not to oppose the Pay-roll Tax Amendment 
(Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit 
Remediation) Bill 2017. That goes for the National Party as well. We believe that they have jumped in too soon. 
We completely oppose the payroll tax increase. The main reason is that if we go right back to the beginning, the 
day before the payroll tax increase was announced in the budget, Hon Robin Scott put a motion to the house about 
reducing payroll tax in regional areas. He indicated quite clearly that doing that would stimulate economic 
activity in regional areas. If that would work in regional areas, it would also work throughout the metro area. That 
is one reason. 

At this stage, experts tell us that the increase in payroll tax will cost in the region of about 1 300 jobs. If we were 
to increase the threshold by $100 000—from $850 000 to $950 000—it would make a massive difference. I will 
point out some areas that this payroll tax increase will affect. The experts tell us that 400 000 West Aussies will 
be impacted by this tax. How will they be impacted? As I have already mentioned, there will be cuts to jobs. Hours 
will also be reduced. It is pretty hard to get a full-time job at the moment. Many people in part-time jobs are looking 
for more work and doing two or three different jobs. This payroll tax increase will only increase that. A lot of 
people will have their hours reduced. Extra costs will be passed on to consumers by small businesses that cannot 
afford this extra impost. Of course, it will affect shareholders as well. The shareholders are often just ordinary 
everyday mums and dads. If we were to lift the threshold by $100 000, the experts tell us that the economic benefits 
could amount to $283 million and would possibly create another 900 jobs. A payroll tax increase could cost us 
1 300 jobs. That figure comes from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia. If the tax 
increase were to go through but we raised the threshold by $100 000, the benefits could create an extra 
900 positions. It is quite clear that this tax increase will not be a good thing for businesses in Western Australia. 
There is a little green shoot for businesses. The economy looks as if it could improve. This would stunt that growth. 
It is disappointing. We would have liked to see the Liberal Party work with us and the government to try to get 
that threshold up. We cannot win all wars but we can certainly win battles along the way. This is a house of review 
and we would like to discuss this further with the government. In the future, we would like to discuss further 
dropping the payroll tax in regional areas with the government. The crossbench and the One Nation party will 
oppose any increases to the payroll tax. 

In every other state across Australia, payroll tax is at a lower level. That is before this rise. Our payroll tax will be 
higher than that in the rest of the states. The thresholds in other states are often very much higher than this proposes. 
I am not asking for something that is difficult. I am not asking for something that other states have not seen the 
benefit of. We should be seeing the benefits of the changes in the amendments. We will be opposing this payroll 
tax increase. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [10.38 am]: I rise on behalf of the National Party to speak on the 
Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment 
(Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 in cognate debate. The titles of the two bills that we are discussing are 
interesting. A theme of debt and deficit remediation is developing in the government’s naming of these budget 
measure bills. I will be interested to hear in the minister’s reply which part of the debt will actually be remediated 
with the passage of these budget measures. As members know from the budget papers that were handed down only 
a few months ago, Labor will add $11.1 billion to the state debt over the next four years. To me, it is a bit unusual 
to see a bill to remediate state debt when in the same period we are adding $11.1 billion to it. Perhaps more 
appropriately, it should be called the “Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Tax and Spend) Bill 2017”, because 
that is essentially what the passage of these bills will allow the government to do. Contrary to the view that was 
just put by Hon Colin Tincknell, who said that he was disappointed in the National Party for supporting the passage 
of this legislation, we will not be supporting the passage of this legislation, and I will outline the reasons for that. 

We will not support the legislation nor a government that continues to rip government services and project and 
infrastructure delivery out of the regions while it pursues its metropolitan-focused agenda. This bill will essentially 
add to that as the government struggles to achieve the extravagant commitments that it took to the election that it 
now needs to find a way to fund. It will fund those things through increased taxation—one thing it said it would 
not do. The other it way it will do it is by reallocating regional funding to the metropolitan area. 
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The National Party took a clear position to the election. I am not sure whether many parties took a policy on payroll 
taxation to the election, but we did. We will not be breaking our election commitment to facilitate the government 
breaking its election commitment to the people of Western Australia. As members would be aware, payroll tax is 
a great source of complaint. It is the biggest source of taxation that the Western Australian government relies upon. 
It is also the greatest source of complaint, along with other taxes such as stamp duty or transfer duty. We have 
heard many speeches from members of Parliament about how abhorrent payroll tax is, yet we find ourselves in the 
chamber today dealing with a bill to increase payroll taxation in Western Australia. 

One of the things that are quite interesting when we look at payroll taxation is bracket creep. We have heard a lot 
of comment in recent months and recent years about bracket creep as it applies to personal taxation income. Payroll 
taxation is one of those state taxes that is also impacted by bracket creep because the categorisation of the 
exemption threshold has not kept pace with rises in wages and payroll. I think we could argue that that is bracket 
creep on payroll taxation. The former Liberal–National government increased the exemption threshold twice—
first, from $750 000 to $800 000 and then $800 000 to $850 000. Around the time of those increases, the 
diminishing threshold was introduced. If I am not mistaken, although the government increased the exemption 
threshold, the introduction of the diminishing threshold—if that is the right terminology—raised more money for 
the government, not less. Although I supported the continuing increase of the exemption threshold to remove many 
more small businesses from the requirement to pay payroll tax, there was no financial impact to the state because 
the diminishing threshold meant that the revenue to the state was maintained, if not increased. 

I am often canvassed by a business in my electorate—a shearing contractor from Pingelly. Whenever I have 
a mobile electorate office in Pingelly, this gentleman turns up and tells me about the impact of payroll tax on his 
business. I do not think that anyone could argue that a shearing contractor in the wheatbelt of Western Australia is 
a large business. It is very much a small business. He talks to me about the difficulty of managing his business in 
the context of payroll taxation requirements. I want to be very clear that payroll tax applies to some very small 
businesses in Western Australia. I think that is because of the exemption threshold not maintaining pace with the 
increase in payrolls and in salaries over time. 

Visitors — East Narrogin Primary School 

The PRESIDENT: Member, while you take a breath, I take the opportunity to acknowledge the very special 
visitors in our gallery today. The leaders group from East Narrogin Primary School is visiting our chamber today 
as part of their school camp. I want to say welcome to the students from Narrogin today. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is good to welcome a school from my electorate into the Legislative Council. 
Welcome to all those boys and girls from Narrogin. 

The PRESIDENT: I thought you would be happy with that. 

Hon Tjorn Sibma: Why don’t you take them to lunch, member? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am not sure I would fit them all on a table of 10 for lunch, but we will see. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Back to payroll tax, like many members, I attended a briefing hosted by the 
Public Accounts Committee of the other place and the Treasurer about a week after the budget was handed down. 
I learned from that briefing that the increase in payroll taxation in Western Australia or through this budget 
measure and these bills will have no impact on our GST return. Unlike the proposed gold royalty by the state 
government whereby over time 60 per cent of that revenue was to be redistributed through the GST formula, the 
$435 million increase in payroll tax over the next four years from this measure passing will not affect the GST 
return. The reason is that it will make us the highest payroll taxing jurisdiction in Australia. We are essentially 
being rewarded by the GST formula for being the highest payroll taxers in Australia. That is clear from the 
comparison of payroll tax that was provided to the National Party by Treasury in a briefing considering the 
legislation before us today. If members want to wear that with pride, they will support the passage of this bill and 
we will keep every dollar of that $435 million and we will be the highest payroll taxing jurisdiction in Australia. 

It was not that long ago that I saw in The West Australian—it was certainly in the last year—full-page advertisements 
by those parasites in South Australia. The South Australian government had full-page advertisements in 
The West Australian stating that businesses should reallocate to South Australia because of its much more 
favourable taxation regimes—namely, payroll taxation. I want to talk a little bit about that in my contribution this 
morning. We have had quite a bit of correspondence on payroll tax. I am sure that all members have engaged with 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, which has provided some economic analysis of this decision. The 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry advocated in its assessment of the impact of this change for an increase in the 
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exemption threshold. My party took that policy to the last election, and we will pursue that during Committee of the 
Whole at a later stage today. That report suggested quite a few things, but if I could read from the results of the 
paper that I received, it states — 

The study concludes that the proposed increase to payroll tax for large employers, as announced by the 
WA Government, will result in a loss of 1,334 jobs and will reduce economic output in industry by 
$510 million in the first year. 

This report suggests that there will be a $510 million impact on economic output for a $135 million gain to the 
state government in additional payroll tax raised. The results continue — 

The cost of the Government’s payroll tax increase will impact all businesses, including large corporations 
and SMEs. CCI modelling has identified that 32 per cent of job losses will occur directly in large 
businesses—the remainder will be lost across the wider economy. 426 direct job losses will occur in the 
large employers that are required to pay payroll tax, and a further 908 will be lost through the decline in 
aggregate demand for goods and services. 

Critically, this outlines that job losses are not contained to the large employers liable to pay the tax. 

The industries that will lose the most jobs are mining (269), construction (234), administrative and support 
services (120), and manufacturing (113). 

The report goes on to provide a lot more information on the independent analysis that was undertaken to look at 
the impact of this decision on the business sector and jobs in Western Australia. 

At this stage, I foreshadow that I will move an amendment during Committee of the Whole relating to the 
exemption threshold. That amendment has been sitting on the supplementary notice paper for a number of weeks. 
Some weeks ago I personally wrote to leaders of all parties in this place to bring that amendment to their attention 
for their further consideration. 

On Tuesday, 17 October 2017, the Leader of the Opposition, Mike Nahan, issued a media release following a party 
room meeting at which the Liberal Party resolved to support the passage of this legislation. The media release 
states — 

Dr Nahan said the business community had not suggested the legislation be opposed, but proposed 
increasing the threshold and it was incumbent on the Government to bring this consideration forward. 

“We believe there is merit in providing a payroll tax rebate for businesses with payrolls up to $1 million, 
and while the cost of it would represent a mere 0.1 per cent of total payroll tax revenue, it would support 
around 1100 small businesses by effectively removing their payroll tax liability,” Dr Nahan said. 

We are doing exactly that: I foreshadow an amendment to one of these bills to increase the payroll tax exemption 
threshold to $1 million. 

If we make a comparison across Australian jurisdictions — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Honourable member, will you take an interjection? Did you write to me or did you write to the 
Premier? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: No, I wrote to the Leader of the House. 

If we look at an interstate comparison that was provided to us by, I think, Treasury, between Western Australia’s 
current payroll tax regime versus those of every other jurisdiction, we see that a number of other jurisdictions, 
including Queensland, Tasmania, the ACT and Northern Territory, have an exemption threshold of $1 million. It 
is not something that is radical in the Australian context. If we did some analysis on the issue of bracket creep, 
which I talked about earlier, we would see that that would be a more appropriate level for an exemption threshold 
to apply in Western Australia. 

My colleagues and I have asked a number of questions on payroll tax this week and last week to try to get some 
information from Treasury about these bills. Third time lucky—we got that information on Tuesday, and I thank 
the Minister for Environment representing the Treasurer for delivering that information. My questions were 
basically about this year. I understand that the Treasurer is going to provide a section 82 notice. I am not sure 
whether he has already done so, but he made that commitment on 29 November. I may have to check whether he 
has indeed provided that notice. We were prevented access to Treasury’s modelling for the next financial year, 
because apparently it was subject to cabinet consideration. For this financial year, the businesses that fall between 
the current exemption threshold of $850 000 and $1 million comprise 1 200 employers. Keeping in mind that 
approximately 17 000 employers pay payroll tax, a very small number of employers fall within the exemption 
threshold of $850 000 and $1 million. They contribute about $4.2 million to the approximate $3.2 billion raised in 
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total Australia-wide annual payroll taxes; that is 0.0013 per cent, so a very small number. The passage of the 
amendment I foreshadow would have very little impact on the government’s budget measures and would remove 
a number of taxpayers, the smallest of our businesses that are required to pay payroll tax, from the payroll taxation 
system. It will alleviate both financial and administrative constraints, because being in the payroll taxation system 
in Western Australia requires some level of administrative burden to comply with the requirements. 

This proposition is sound and we will pursue it during Committee of the Whole consideration of these bills. 
I reiterate that the National Party will not support the passage of these bills. We will not break a commitment that 
we made at the last election to improve payroll tax, and in doing so, we will not be supporting the government 
breaking its own election commitments to the people of Western Australia. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [10.56 am]: The Greens’ policy on payroll tax is that it should be removed. 
We do not agree with payroll tax and we do not think it is a good idea. It is a regressive tax and it affects many 
small business holders. But in this case, given the amendments that have been foreshadowed in the Pay-roll Tax 
Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Debt and 
Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017, we acknowledge that we are in a difficult financial situation and that the budget 
has been put forward taking into account the revenue that will be raised from this legislation. We also recognise 
that it is a temporary move; it will be there for only five years, it will affect only payrolls of more than $100 million, 
and affect only 1 300 employers. 
We often speak in this place about the royalties WA raises from the mining industry, and perhaps the lack of royalties 
we raise from that sector, and that maybe we should get more. I understand that we aim for about a 10 per cent return 
on the value of the resource. Some of us acknowledged during the election campaign that we should be getting 
more out of the mining sector and from the natural resources that are taken from our state and shipped overseas. 
I asked a few questions earlier about mining royalties and it turns out that, of those 1 300 employers who will be 
affected by this, eight per cent—around 100—are in the mining industry. That means that 30 per cent of the 
$435 million expected to be raised will come from the mining industry, so maybe this is a way in which we can claw 
back some of that wealth that is being taken out of our soil and sent out of the country for the profit of other people. 
In this case, although the Greens do not broadly support payroll tax, we support the measure because the payroll 
threshold is to be brought in at $1 million rather than the current $850 000; so it will affect only those employers 
who I think are more able to manage and handle that sort of impost. The threshold of $850 000 might capture 
businesses of as few as eight or 10 employees on an average wage, or even fewer, so they are quite small 
businesses. I encourage the government to review this, as was raised in the other house. I know it is not in the 
budget or the forward estimates, but the idea of raising the threshold to $1 million seems to be a good idea. I am 
not currently prepared to go into it; I do not want to take anything more out of the budget as it stands. Of course, 
we have to recognise that if we reduce the income we are going to get from payroll tax, we will have to either 
make further cuts or we will have to impose further taxation of one sort or another, and that is something that needs 
to be broadly looked at; it is not something we can do in this house at this time.  
To further the comparisons with other states, it should also be made apparent that there are other states with lower 
thresholds and other states with higher rates. The Australian Capital Territory has a rate of 6.85 per cent and 
Tasmania has a rate of 6.1 per cent. Sure, they are not the mineral resource wealthy, rich states that we are, but 
they still have payroll taxes that are at a higher rate than what we currently have. But as I said, I would rather see 
the end to it, but not until we are able to generate the revenue that the state needs to deliver the services that we 
believe are appropriate. 
HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [11.00 am]: I would like to begin my contribution to the Pay-roll 
Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Debt and 
Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 debate with a quote from a very valuable and great Western Australian, 
Gina Rinehart. An article in The Australian states — 

Addressing The Australian and Visy’s fifth Global Food Forum yesterday, Mrs Rinehart called on state 
and federal governments to urgently reduce the corporate tax rate, stamp taxes, payroll taxes, and 
regulations “if we are to see much needed investment rise in Australia”. 

I am very pleased to agree with Gina Rinehart on the basis of my business experience, on a very different scale of 
course. I would like to give members an example of my small business, which ran two divisions. It had a repair 
and maintenance division and a contracts division. We paid payroll tax for many, many years. An example, if 
I could go back 10 years, would be that if we wanted a small contract, say, $500 000, I would borrow $500 000 to 
finance that contract. The contract could be broken down into two parts—one would be for materials; one would 
be for wages. We would save $300 000 for materials and $200 000 for wages. To start the contract, I would need 
to buy all the materials. After a month, I would have to fork out $300 000 to the wholesalers, because we have to 
pay them on time to maintain the best discount rate. This contract would have employed five electricians earning 
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about $3 000 each a week, so every week I would have an extra wage bill of $15 000. The electricians would have 
to do at least four weeks’ work before I could invoice them, making it $60 000. After four weeks, I could then 
invoice and hopefully, very hopefully, I would get paid at the end of the next month. In that time, I would have 
paid out $125 000 in wages with still no return from my $500 000 investment. In some cases, some mines would 
drag it out to 90 days, which would then take it up to $180 000. At this stage, I would have $20 000 left of the 
$500 000 I borrowed. Out of that $20 000, I would still have to pay workers’ compensation and public liability, 
and I would have to make sure the guys were all wearing high-vis clothing, safety glasses, helmets, gloves and 
boots. At the end of this time, just when we thought we were going to break even, in comes the bill for payroll tax. 
That used to be the poke in the eye from the government for employing an extra five people and going to the 
trouble of making an effort to make a profit. 
If there must be an increase in payroll tax, the harm would be greatly reduced by making it a two-year term instead 
of five. I asked the government to accept my amendment and change the dates from 2023 to 2020. If I am wrong 
and after two years the government can prove that there is a benefit to industry and business, the government can 
easily create another bill and extend it for a further three years. In any case, the tax on jobs puts downward pressure 
on investment and employment. The ALP Treasurer of South Australia, Tom Koutsantonis, supports payroll tax 
reduction; his new payroll tax rate structure will apply from 1 July 2017. He has proposed that for payroll between 
$600 000 and $1 million, South Australian businesses will pay only 2.5 per cent. For payroll between $1 million 
and $1.5 million, it will phase up from 2.5 per cent to 4.95 per cent, and above $1.5 million, businesses will pay 
a maximum of 4.95 per cent. Tom Koutsantonis said — 

Small businesses are the biggest employers in South Australia and are crucial to creating jobs in our 
economy. 

By permanently cutting payroll taxes for small businesses we can give them the freedom and confidence to expand 
and take on more staff.  

Repairing the budget is everyone’s concern. Western Australia can expect to receive from GST revenue 
$2 327.3 million, which equates to $872 per head of population. By contrast, the ACT, the source of many of our 
problems, will receive $1 224.6 million, which is $3 028 per head. That is nearly four times what the people in our 
state receive, and we do all the heavy lifting. 

I conclude that I have a motion in the system whereby businesses in Western Australia that are 100 kilometres 
from Perth and employ fewer than 100 people should have the payroll tax dropped by 50 per cent, and businesses 
1 000 kilometres from Perth should have to pay no payroll tax. This is to encourage businesses to move out into 
the regions. Some people have told me that that is a bad idea because a lot of people will move their businesses 
into the regions. That is exactly what I want to happen. I cannot imagine BHP, Rio Tinto or Northern Star 
Resources moving their offices from West Perth to Wiluna or Halls Creek. That is not going to happen. But what 
I have realised is that if we put up payroll tax in Western Australia, what is stopping these big companies moving 
to South Australia or even to Queensland where taxes are lower? I hope that payroll tax is not raised. 

HON COLIN de GRUSSA (Agricultural) [11.08 am]: I, too, rise to make a few brief remarks on the Pay-roll Tax 
Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Debt and 
Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 before us today. It is a progressive change to the payroll tax to apply to large 
employers for a period of five years from 2018. I am not sure that this amendment will deliver while the 
government does not seem to want to wind back its own spending promises at the same time. The government has 
said that there have been writedowns to general government revenue of around $5 billion, yet we still see funding 
of lavish election commitments. I would have thought that a modicum of discipline in fiscal management might 
have been appropriate. It does not really do much to address the debt levels because, as I said, expenditure is still 
increasing under this government. If it had a real commitment to fiscal responsibility, perhaps some of those 
election commitments would be scaled back. Others before me have said that this tax is an abhorrent tax and it is. 
It is a tax on jobs, a tax on employing people and a tax on expanding and growing businesses, which is contrary 
to what government should be doing, in my belief, and that is trying to encourage new business and expanding 
businesses in our state to make it better.  

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia has said that, when faced with a sudden increase in 
costs such as a payroll tax hike, businesses are forced to make a choice. They can reduce wages, reduce their 
employee headcount, cut down on contracts to small and medium enterprises or pass the costs on to shareholders. 
Not many businesses will choose to pass those costs on to shareholders, so that downstream, flow-on effect is most 
concerning, particularly in regional areas, where a lot of small and medium enterprises are contractors to the bigger 
businesses. There is no doubt that they will be affected by a change to payroll tax, even if that change does not 
directly affect their businesses. It will affect them as a consequence of the flow-on effect from others. My colleague 
Hon Martin Aldridge has foreshadowed an amendment. It is appropriate to lift the exemption threshold just a little. 
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It will not affect a lot of businesses, and it will not reduce the impact on those larger businesses, but it will mean 
that some businesses at the smaller end of the spectrum will be protected, which I think is a good thing. 

Probably the most important thing that has come out of this debate, and other debates we have had in this place, is 
the fact that the Labor Party does not have a plan, and it was also elected on a lot of mistruths. It is quite interesting 
to go back and do a bit of research on some of the things that have been said about payroll tax in the past by 
members who are now ministers and Premiers. Hon Dave Kelly, back in 2015, was quite pointed in his assessment 
that most people agree that payroll tax has a negative impact on employment. He said that the then government 
was taking measures that would directly impact negatively on employment. The now Premier said, on the same 
day, in this debate — 

… an increase on employers based upon the payroll will undoubtedly adversely impact employment in 
Western Australia. 

The present government was elected on a mantra of creating jobs, and at the same time is now starting to increase 
taxes and charges that will negatively impact on jobs. Again we see the issue of a party that says one thing before 
an election and then does another once it is elected. I will go even further back, to 2013, when a motion was moved 
in the other place condemning the government of the day for misleading the people of Western Australia in the 
lead-up to the state election—quite an interesting motion that we perhaps may end up debating in this place at 
a later time. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: A little bit of pot–kettle–black, I think, Hon Simon O’Brien. 

I will keep my remarks fairly brief. Both this tax and the changes to the gold royalty proposed by this government 
are dishonest. It went to the election promising no new taxes, but as soon as it is elected it starts increasing taxes. 
It is merely fluffing around the edges here. It is not prepared to go and have the hard conversations with the big 
iron ore miners in this state to make them pay their fair share, and instead it penalises everybody else, while 
continuing to increase expenditure to fund election promises that perhaps need to be reconsidered. The Premier is 
out of touch with people in regional areas, affecting projects that are vital in those communities, such as aged care, 
post offices and CRCs. The Premier does not even appear to understand what a CRC is, calling it a cooperative 
resource centre rather than a community resource centre. Perhaps he needs to get over the Darling scarp every now 
and then and have a look around to see what these things do in our regional communities, and how important they 
are to the people of our regions. 

Every budget comes down to choices made by government. Governments have to make difficult choices, 
absolutely, but it does not appear that those difficult choices are being made. It is easy to penalise the people out 
in the bush, which is what is happening, while at the same time not making the hard decisions to go and see the 
big end of town and ask it to chip in, instead of making mums and dads pay this tax on jobs. It will not be well 
received by the business community. It will not be a good thing for employment in our state at a time when creating 
jobs is critical. The government has said that that is its mantra, so it is a bit hypocritical to be espousing the idea 
of creating jobs at the same time as increasing a tax on those jobs. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [11.16 am] — in reply: 
I thank members for their contributions this morning, and Hon Simon O’Brien for his contribution late last night, 
to the debate on the Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017 and the Pay-roll Tax 
Assessment Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017. I intend to address at least some of the 
pertinent issues raised by each of the members. Obviously, we are going into committee, and that will provide 
a further opportunity for members, if they think I have not addressed the comments and questions that they raised, 
to ask those again. 

I begin by thanking and acknowledging Hon Simon O’Brien for his contribution last night. He spoke about the 
three ugly sisters of taxation—payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax. That is an apt name for those three taxes. He 
was right to say that payroll tax in particular is generally viewed as a political football. He said that oppositions 
talk about it being a tax on jobs, and that governments talk about it being a means to raise further revenue, or to 
give relief to thousands of families. He also said that, in his estimation, payroll tax is one of the most equitable 
forms of taxation, if we have to have taxation. I recognise that a number of people in this space have indicated that 
they do not support payroll tax, although they see it as a necessary evil. I thank Hon Simon O’Brien for indicating 
that the opposition will not oppose the measures contained in these bills. 

I also thank Hon Colin Tincknell for his contribution. He expressed disappointment with the Liberal Party on these 
bills. While expressing that disappointment, he obviously has concerns with the Labor Party and the government 
as well, since we are the ones progressing these bills in this place. He indicated that he completely opposes 
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payroll tax and wants to see reductions in payroll tax in regional Western Australia. He raised a figure of about 
400 000 Western Australians who will be affected by this, and he said that he thought that people would lose jobs 
and lose hours. I will come back to those issues in a second. 

I thank Hon Martin Aldridge for his contribution to this debate, and for his letter about his amendments. I had not 
seen the letter previously, but I am aware of his amendments having been on the notice paper for a number of 
weeks. He said, tongue-in-cheek perhaps, that he did not agree with the title and the name of these bills, and that 
he thought they could more appropriately be named tax and spend bills. He also indicated that the National Party 
will not support the bills. He talked about the government making extravagant election commitments, and 
reallocating money from the regions to the city. He also accused us, although not in direct words, of not being 
focused on budget repair. 

Having sat in this place on 7 September this year when I had the pleasure of delivering the Treasurer’s budget 
speech, the member would know that the circumstances have changed dramatically since the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement was issued earlier in the year. Things have changed dramatically. We know from the speech 
that royalty income has dropped by $1.8 billion due to lower iron ore prices and a higher United States–Australian 
dollar exchange rate; GST grants are down $1.7 billion due to the impact of the 2016 census on WA’s population 
and also a lower than forecast GST relativity for 2017–18; weaker taxation revenue has had an impact on the 
state’s revenue, because it is down $770 million due to lower collections of land tax, payroll tax and insurance 
duty; and tied grants from the commonwealth are down $572 million due to changes in funding arrangements, 
with less money for schools. I know that at the moment the Minister for Education and Training is trying to deal 
with those consequences and the fact that the feds have ripped significant amounts of dollars out of the budget for 
both education and training and are therefore giving Western Australia a lot less than was anticipated and budgeted 
for. That is $5 billion in changes or writedowns since the PFPS. The government has worked hard to mitigate these 
impacts and it has put forward a $3.5 billion package of budget repair measures. 

The other point I want to make is that public sector net debt is expected to reach $43.8 billion by June 2020. We 
are trying to work through those issues. We are trying to bring that figure down and also repair the budget that we 
have been left with. That is the reality of it; we have been left with the majority of this. We have had one budget 
this year. This situation is not of our making. We are trying to work through this methodically, because that is the 
way to do it. We do not want to scare the horses. We do not want to put significant numbers of people out of jobs. 
We want to turn the economy around, create jobs and expand industry in Western Australia. I also make the point 
that the GST system is broken, and that is one of the reasons we find ourselves in this situation. 

The member also indicated that he will move an amendment to the thresholds. I know that a number of members 
spoke about the thresholds. Some of the One Nation representatives spoke about the $850 000 threshold that exists 
at the moment. Both the Premier and Treasurer have indicated that the government will consider increasing the 
payroll tax threshold in the 2018–19 budget. Obviously, that issue requires careful consideration, but it is being 
considered through the budget process. I am not at liberty to say today what will come out of it, but both the 
Premier and Treasurer have indicated that; it is on the public record. It is under active consideration and will be 
considered during the budget process this year. 

I want to touch briefly on the types of employers that will be affected by the bills before us. It is estimated that 
around 1 300 of the largest employers in Western Australia will be affected by the new payroll tax scale. That is 
less than one per cent of all businesses operating in Western Australia. A number of members, including 
Hon Colin de Grussa, made the point that this will hit everyone; it will hit the low end of town, small businesses 
and communities. It will not; it will hit those at the very top of the scale. 

Hon Colin de Grussa interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The member has made his contribution. I am getting through my reply as quickly as 
I can, so I will not take interjections at the moment. 

The types of industries that the bills will hit include the mining, construction, retail, transport and financial sectors. 
I take the banks as an example. Everybody in this place knows that the banks in this country are making 
multibillion-dollar profits on an annual basis. Companies like the banks will be hit by this. They can afford to pay. 
The reality is that we need everybody to help contribute to the state’s finances at the moment and we believe that 
the big end of town has a role to play in budget repair. 

I think Hon Diane Evers mentioned that about 30 per cent of the mining sector will be affected by the bills. It is 
estimated that large iron ore miners will make the largest contribution of nearly 20 per cent; the mining, oil and 
gas industries together will contribute around 35 per cent; the construction industry is expected to contribute a little 
over 10 per cent; and all other industries are expected to contribute less than 10 per cent. I just put those figures 
on the record. 
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Hon Martin Aldridge also spoke about the circumstances in other states across the country. I make the point that 
the finances are very different in Western Australia. I also make the point that the Northern Territory is a major 
beneficiary of WA’s GST, so perhaps it can afford to have lower or better payroll tax rates. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: I made that point. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I did not hear the member say that. Excellent; I am agreeing with him! It does not 
happen very often, but I am glad to say that I agree with him now. The states are in very different circumstances 
and they can do that. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not taking interjections from you either! It is the same rule for everybody! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Diane Evers also indicated that she does not support payroll tax generally, but 
she is a realist and she recognises the circumstances that we find ourselves in at the moment. She acknowledged 
the budget circumstances that we find ourselves in and she also acknowledged the temporary nature of the 
amendments before us; that is, it is for a finite period and then it will be discontinued. She encouraged the 
government to review the threshold issue. I say to her that the Premier and Treasurer have acknowledged that this 
needs to be considered, and it is being considered as part of the budget process in 2018–19. She also mentioned 
the fact that other states have lower thresholds and higher rates. I appreciate her contribution and her indication 
that she will support the bills before us. 

I thank Hon Robin Scott for his contribution. He took the opportunity to place on the record Ms Gina Rinehart’s 
views on taxation matters. It was good of him to place that on the record so that we all know her views. I thank 
him for sharing his personal work history. It is always valuable to know where people are coming from and I think 
that adds to the level of debate in this place, so I thank him for that. He indicated that he believed the harm would 
be reduced if this measure were in place for only two years. Due to the budget mess that we find ourselves in, the 
government has made a decision that this measure is needed for five years. It will take time for us to get back on 
track and start paying down some of the debt that exists at the moment. The member also indicated that it would 
be easy for us to come back in two years and get another bill through this place. There is nothing easy about getting 
a bill through this place, so I refute that suggestion! He also spoke about South Australia’s payroll tax rates. Its 
budget circumstances are very different from ours. I believe that it is a beneficiary of the federal government’s 
largesse at the moment and perhaps, as a result, it can throw money away as it wants. It seems to get a great deal 
more than Western Australia from the federal government. 

What will stop the companies from moving interstate? I do not believe that any of the approximately 1 300 companies 
that will be affected by these bills will move interstate. They are rooted in Western Australia and they are making 
significant profits in Western Australia, so I do not believe they will move interstate. 

Hon Colin de Grussa spoke about the government’s commitment to budget repair. Believe me, we are definitely 
committed. I have a significant number of conversations about these issues across government on a daily basis. He 
spoke about small and medium-sized enterprises. Again, they are not being targeted by these bills. This is simply 
about the bigger end of town and the companies that can afford to make a contribution to help with budget repair, 
bearing in mind that the Treasurer announced a suite of budget repair measures that will be spread across the 
community. We believe that larger industries in Western Australia have a role to play in fixing the financial 
situation we find ourselves in. The member also said that it is improper to raise the threshold at the lower end. 
I say again that the Premier and the Treasurer have indicated that they will consider the payroll tax threshold 
through the process. The Premier is a tremendous advocate for regional Western Australia. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Then you would have to bring the bill back to Parliament. Why don’t we do it now? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is not what I said; I said it was not easy. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Let’s make it easy! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Perhaps I will take the member up on that at some stage in the future. Sorry, 
Mr Acting President; I will make my comments through you so that I am not taken off track. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): It is very hard to prevent you being interjected on if you 
take interjections. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Indeed; I appreciate your guidance and I shall make my contribution through you, 
Mr Acting President. 
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Hon Colin de Grussa spoke about the Premier not caring about regional Western Australia. He cares about it. 
A significant number of regional members are in caucus—13 regional MPs in the Labor Party. It is the largest 
group in Parliament from regional WA. The Premier cares; he is out there regularly. He cares about regional 
Western Australia and that can be seen in some of the election commitments that were made. This is about hitting 
the big end of town. I thank members for their contributions. I understand a number of members have amendments 
to one of the bills. I commend the bills to the house. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (18) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Diane Evers Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Martin Pritchard (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Tjorn Sibma  

 

Noes (8) 

Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Colin Holt Hon Charles Smith Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Robin Scott Hon Aaron Stonehouse Hon Martin Aldridge (Teller) 

Question thus passed. 

Bill (Pay-roll Tax Amendment (Debt and Deficit Remediation) Bill 2017) read a second time. 
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