
Hello 
 
My name is Owen Pike, I am the Managing Director of MMC who is a 100% NT employer 
with a payroll of more than 150 employees that has a significant payroll tax contribution. 
 
I am also the Chairman of the Manufacturers Council and I want to be clear that none of the 
following opinion, suggestion or points is in any way related to the NT Manufacturers council 
and I make this submission as a business person of the NT.  
 
The first point I want to make is that I in no way support payroll tax, it is not an efficient tax 
and the discussion paper that was completed has flaws and bias in it. It does reduce a 
company’s profitability and comparing a selective payroll expense focused tax to a broad 
based consumption tax is incorrect and misleading at best. The paper refers to “studies” that 
indicate PRT has similar consequences to consumption taxes. I would be really surprised to 
see any studies that show expense based tax like PRT when applied in a selective manner 
has similar results to a concessional tax.  
 
Regardless I offer the following proactive points for your consideration.  
 
Discussion questions as requested.  
 
Q6.1 Are the current broad policy settings for payroll tax, focussed on a high tax-free 
threshold to minimise the liability of smaller local businesses, appropriate?  

 The current settings are not broad as suggested in the question. Of the 5854 
employing businesses only 2471 are taxed and I suggest the total  tax revenue is 
biased towards the 672 businesses that pay more than $7.5M in wages. I do not 
believe this is appropriate. In a labour intensive market this means a smaller 
business has a competitive advantage over a larger business it is unfair for 
Government to force this competitive advantage.  

 
Q6.2 Should adjustments be made to the payroll tax rate or threshold? What revenue neutral 
options could be pursued, such as lowering the threshold in order to lower the payroll tax 
rate?  

 Yes the threshold should be reduced or even eliminated to make sure no competitive 
advantage or disadvantage is created by tax. As this will increase tax revenue the 
overall PRT rate can be reduced.  

 PRT on Apprentices and trainees should be removed.  
 
Q6.3 Does the current payroll tax system encourage businesses to employ local workers 
rather than FIFO workers? Should it? If so, how?  

 NO the system does not encourage local employees and it definitely doesn’t reward 
businesses that employ all or mostly Territorian in a very high cost jurisdiction. If work 
is completed in the NT, PRT should be paid to the NT government regardless of 
where his place of residence is or the firm he/she is working for is situated. Simply if 
a wage is earnt in the NT PRT should be paid to the NT. This is particularly important 
for the NT where the projects we have here are often too large for local businesses 
or contractors to complete and a lot of Non NT Businesses and employees complete 
work in the NT and have their head offices and overheads in another jurisdiction. It 
can also be argued that Businesses that FIFO staff should pay a higher PRT or local 
business get concession on PRT to encourage both employing locally and relocating 
to the NT.  

 
Q6.4 What other improvements to the payroll tax system could be considered?  

 Suggestion 1.    Increase PRT  and Provide a PRT concession to NT local 
Businesses, businesses with greater than 75% of their workforce in the NT and 
/or Businesses that have their head office in the NT.  This encourages both 
employment and development in the NT.  

 



Example : Increase payroll tax to 6.85% (rate in ACT) and apply a .5 weighting (50% 
reduction) to all businesses with their head office in the NT or have a majority of their 
employees permanent residents in the NT.  
 

As outlined in the discussion papers (NT Discussion Paper PRT) of the 2471 business 
registered for PRT in the NT 2088 of them are Interstate/multinational businesses. Only 15% 
of the businesses paying PRT are local businesses. With the assumptions the mean 
average local business pays the same PRT as the mean average non local business; if this 
had of been applied in the year 2015/16 this would have led to approx $362M in revenue 
compared to the $313M actually received . Hence all current local businesses would reduce 
their PRT contribution or burden up to 50%. Given concessions for business and employee 
demographics in other states such as trainees, not for profits, educational entities, 
indigenous employees plus more I am sure we can find a way to legally apply this 
concession. This could be applied to businesses that are operating in the regional parts 
of  Australia in the NT, under the federal governments definition of “regional areas”. This by 
definition will be all of the NT. Argument supporting this model is the NT is a high cost 
jurisdiction. Local businesses who invest the most in the NT economy are continually out 
competed Non NT Businesses with their operations is lower cost jurisdictions that have a 
competitive advantage and invest less in the NT.  
 

 Suggestion 2. Apply a FIFO PRT at a higher rate. IE  if  an employees’ principle 
place of residence is outside of the NT, PRT is higher. If an employees’ 
principle place of residence is in the NT , PRT is lower. 

 
I am unable to provide an example here as I am not aware of how many people in the NT 
working here have a Principle place of residence outside of the NT. However given the 
amount of employees in FIFO constructions camps, hotels and also flying into mine sites I 
suggest there is a large tax base here that could provide further benefit to the NT. This 
model could also be applied as an addition to suggestion 1. Ie If local businesses did FIFO 
employees they would still be subject to higher PRT.  
 
Q6.5 If adjustments to the payroll tax system would reduce the revenue received by 
Government, what measures should be taken to compensate? 

 PRT should be phased out. it not an efficient tax and it taxes those industries that 
employ the most. As a substitute to payroll tax Government should look at taxing total 
revenue of a business in the NT rather than payroll to holistically tax business not just 
the select few of high employers or those in labour intensive industries.  

 Reduce amount employees in the clunky public service. Stop over paying roles in the 
public service. Reduce the cost of the public service.  

 Stop insourcing that does not generate any PRT revenue.  
 
Owen Pike 
General Manager  
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